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PREFACE 

ryiHESE lectures were given on the William J Cooper 
Foundation at Swarthmore College, Pennsylvania, in 
January of this year They raise, I am well aware, questions 
whose proper treatment demands a much longer discussion 
than the limit of five lecture allowed. But to meet that 
demand would be to go far beyond their origmal intention 
and to expand them into a treatise on the theory of the state ; 
and I have printed them much as they were delivered. 

A. D LINDSAY. 

July 1929. 



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 


S INCE these lectures were delivered m 1929 we have 
witnessed the world-wide economic crisis of 1931 and 
the Nazi Revolution The latter event has made a 
sentence on page 8 about the new democracy of Germany 
sadly out of date The economic crisis put a severe 
strain upon post-war democracy ahd the new European 
democracies have mostly succumbed to it , but England 
and, much more strikingly, America have shown that a 
democratic government can survive a crisis The chief 
moral of the Nazi revolution for the student of democracy 
IS that Germany has set forth with German thoroughness 
the real nature of the alternative to democracy. Fascist 
Italy and Bolshevist Russia had already made us talk 
of the totalitarian state, but neither Italy nor Russia 
have worked out its implications with the same relent- 
lessness as has National Socialist Germany The main 
thesis of these lectures is that discussion is fundamental 
to democracy : that the purpose of democratic machinery 
IS to represent dilTerences . that democracy requires an 
ofilcial and encouraged opposition ; that the principle 
of toleration is essential to it, and that finally democratic 
politics can only be successful in a den^ocratic society — 
and that that means a society ot democratic non-political 
associations It is pointed out that one implication of ail 
this IS that in a democracy politics are a secondary matter, 
for the purpose of the compulsory machinery of the state 
IS to safeguard and harmonise a common life which has 
its inspiration in voluntary non-political activities There 
can therefore be no compromise between the totalitarian 
state and democracy This contrast between the two 
ways of organizing men ; mass persuasion of men made 
as alike and as unanimous as possible and the discovery 
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by discussion of a common plan which will give scope 
lo differences is discussed in the second and third of 
these lectures, but the challenge of National Socialism 
has heightened and intensified it 
1 think it may be worth while to say something about 
the connection which 1 think undoubtedly exists between 
these two contrasted theories of government and the two 
forms which democratic theory has taken 
Modern democracy goes back, as th ese lectures mam - 
tain, to seventeenth century Englan d , ^t they did not 
sufilcientl y emphasise th at i t had in that period two very 
d ifferent sourc es religious experien ce and physical 
scienc e The importance of the religious experience of 
the seventeenth century has been sufllciently emphasised 
in the first of these lectures, but I said nothing about 
the influence of physical science The acknowledged 
spiritual ancestor of Bentliam as of Karl Marx was 
Ihomas Hobbes Hobbes invenled_ibft Man 

and the individualism which goes with that c onceptio n, 
and in his conception of human nature he was largely 
mfliienced — hK—his. desire to model politics and social 
theory o n the meth ods of the newly invented physical 
Miences Professor Hal6vy has brilliantly Ihiiwii m his 
work on the Phil osophica l Radi cjtls h ow the same desire 
lo m^e.social_ theory a science like physics accdiinlslfor 
much m Benthamite psychology"" It soefar thibry i s to 
be hkejhysics, its elements must be identical atoms 
Hence aris e ass o ciotionist psychology an d a to)tn»e m~ 
div'idualism The doctrine of human equality for thinkers 
of this school is a doctrine which conceives men as alike, 
supposes that their differences are the result of environ- 
ment, of the different influences to which these identical 
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natures are subjected. As material for the statesman, 
educator or planner, men are all ahke. 

Hobbes himself was acute enough to see that if men 
are really isolated, equipollent units, united only by 
relations external to their nature, they can only be held 
together by a power external to them He had no 
illusions that such men could make a working democracy 
He wanted Hitler and a totalitarian state 

Hobbes’ individualism and his conception of human 
equality had nevertheless a profound effect on democratic 
theory By way of the French Encyclopedists they 
influenced the English Utihtarians and they produced 
that radical equelitarianism which is the real opponent 
of the individualism based on religious expenence. and 
they are the source of most of what I have described in 
these lectures as the false theory of democracy. 

The times we are living m are in many ways behmd 
this " scientiflc ” individualism Not only is the theoretical 
desire to treat society m terms of the physical sciences as 
strong as it has ever been There are much more potent 
practical forces working in the same direction. The 
tendency of mass production is to smooth out differences 
between individuals, to have little use for special crafts- 
manship, to create a civihsation of men and women 
living the same sort of lives, wearing the same sort of 
clothes, reading the same mass-produced readmg matter 
and' enjoying the same amusements Finally, as the 
fourth of these lectures pointed out, mass production has 
evolved a thoroughly non-democratic type of organization, 
one in tvhich planning and control are centralised in a 
few hands — ^wbere the fundamental distinction in society 
18 between the few who control and pla n, and the many 

who lire controlled and planned The influence of this 

— 



3 


THE ESSENTIALS OF DEMOCRACY 
model ot " scientific ” business administratio n on the new 
t otalitarian government is plain enoug h It is equally 
plain that these superior beings who are going or who 
think they are going to have the fun of planning will 
have little use for the eccentricities and personal views 
or idiosyncracies which make the mass of men less ready 
to fit into their scheme of planning Toleration will seem 
a mischievous absurdity, any independent organization 
of will a dangerous nuisance, religious minorities a crime 
against their plans and therefore against the state They 
will use all the powers ol mass propaganda to back the 
forces which are already tendmg to make men more alike 
The only religion they will tolerate is devotion to 
their plan 

There is a remarkable prophetic vision of this outcome 
of '* scientific " individualism in Nietzsche’s account of 
the last man ” in the introduction to “ Also sprach 
Zarathustra " and*a recent elaboration of the same theme 
in Mr Aldous Huxley's “ Brave New World ” Hitler’s 
Germany has shown that such visions are not nearly so 
much only a bad dream as we most of us imagined It 
seems also to be showmg that religion is the one force 
which can put up an effective opposition to it 

IJ deinocracy and the totahtanan state are at funda- 
mental odds, does this mean that democracy is as 
incompatible with socialism as it is with Fascism or 
National Socialism ? The economic ensis has apparently 
made some Socialists think so Their argument is that 
when things are going well with capitalism and there is 
a surplus to be spared, not \ ery much pressure or common 
regulation is necessary to get from the employing classes 
such concessions as will content the employed classes , 
but \ihen the economic machine breaks down, the class 



4 THE ESSENTIALS OF DEMOCRACY 

war that is always latent in capitalism breaks out 
undisguised and the basis of democracy disappears 
Social justice can then on this Mew only be secured by 
revolutionary, that is, non-democrat ic methods This is 
only to say that in our modern industrial system class 
interests are stronger than common interests and that 
capitalism so perxerts our democratic institutions that 
nothing fundamentally opposed to the interests of the 
propertied classes can be carried through constitutionally. 
Of such statements there can be neither proof nor 
refutation Democracy, as I ha%e said in these lectures, 
depends upon men's sense of their common interests 
pre\ ailing o\er their sectional interests There is no 
a prion reason why they aJw ays should or w’hy at a crisis 
they should not That depends on the extent to which 
the community has a common life, and that it never has 
completely 

It IS true that our class divisions per\ ert our democracy, 
it is surely untrue that they pervert it entirely. The 
writers I am referring to argue that the economic crisis 
has produced a democratic crisis Of course it has, but 
there is no more reason for supposing it to be more 
impossible to cope w'lth a democratic than with an 
economic crisis Democracy, indeed, just because it is 
alive IS alw'ays m crisis 

There is a good deal to be said, as was hmted in the 
last pages of these lectures, for the view that a modern 
industrial democratic society, with its oligarchicall> 
governed industry and its democratic political structure, 
is fl hniise dividp.d against itself, and that unless we 
somehow' make our industry more democratic, our politics 
must become more oligarchic But it depends on our- 
selves which of these two things shall happen Some 
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people mean by Socialism iioUiing else than the applicajion 
to the government of indi^lry of the democratic principles 
\ihich have al ready been applied with such success in 
politics So far from such socialism being inconsistent 
with democracy, it would be its fuHllmcnt 
But other [people mean something \ciy difTcrent from 
that by Socialism, howr different is not alwa>s realised 
They mean the complete cairying on of all economic 
functions by a centralised state and they combine this 
practical proposal w'lth the doctrine that only economic 
matters are of any consequence Such a Socialism like 
Bolshevism involves the totalitarian state and is. I think, 
incoi npatible with democra cy, i f these lectures ha ve 
understood democracy ai all ang ht This is not because 
planning and democracy are at all incompatible, but 
because there is all the difference in the world betw'ecn 
planning whose object is to give harmon> and consistency 
to a life which has purposes and mo\emcnts of its own, 
or as w'c said above to gne scope for differenc es, and a 
planni ng which purposes to im pos e an all-compi ehcnsn e 
system to which th ere is to be no r ival Of course a 
totalitarian state may have a democratic constitution, 
but if all centres of organization outside the state are 
suppressed, isolated individuals have no chance at all 
against the pow'er of the administration, and a real 
democracy is impossible 

M ^ism IS tunda mentjally incom patible with damn- 
Mucy becaus6.jfaL,C QncepUon of human nature is that_of 
Hobbes Men who are capable of pursuing only their 
economic interests are incapable of subordinating these 
to a common interest Marxism has never faced the 
problem of democracy, and that for a curious reason 
Benthamism believed m natural harmony in economics 
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and disharmony in poiitics and therefore helieve d _m 
anar^y m economics and governmen t in politic s Marx 
Thought lharecohbmTc"7lishafmohy so perverted politics 
that until that disharmony was removed, the democratic 
stale was only exploitation by the dominant class But 
he seems to have inverted Benthamism and thought that 
if property were publicly owned, and the class war there- 
fore done away with, the state would wither away and 
a natural harmony of interests would take its place. 
Democratic government on this view is therefore either 
mpossible or unnecessary To believe that ‘any change 
n institutions, however far-reaching, is going to remove 
ill causes of conflict and disharmony among men and 
'ender government unnecessary is so fatuous that, as 
Vristotle would have said, no one could maintain it if 
le were not defending a theory This is one of the fatal 
consequences of the atomic individuahsm which has dogged 
modern democratic theory from the beginning, and it is 
only natural that the theory which has most emphatically 
denounced religion and exalted “ scientific ” materialism, 
should show so conspicuously the absurdity of any theories 
of politics which are its consequence. 


September, 1935 



LECTURE I 




are at the present time passing through a certam] 
Bdlusionment about democracy Before the war it' 


could almost be tak^ for granted that democracy of some) 
kmd or other was the only possible government tor a modern 
civilized country The survivmg nondemocratic elements in 
a great modem state like Germany were felt to be survivals, 
ahen to the spirit of the age and certain m course of time to 
disappear Not that we thought our previous democracies 
perfect. We found m them a great deal to grumble at But' 
our grumbhngs were usually to the effect that our dmocratic 
governments were not democratic mough. Sociahsm for 
example— that one great sdiool of thought which syste- 
matically criticized existing democratic governments, did 
it on the ground that ohgarchically governed industry 
made democratic politics a sham, made a modem industrial 
society a house divided against itself , and its remedy was 
and 18 the democratization of mdustry— not less democracy 
but more 


How different are things now^ States Idte Italy Andi.Spain 
which never were in any sense real democracies have given 
up ^eteace ol nwng so an(!f^ory in havmg sh aken off the 
cloak^t hey once so proudly assumed And in the countries 
like France and'England, and, 1 gather, the Umted States, 
where there is no real mtenbon to depart from democracy, 
there is still a great deal of talk about its failure, or our post- 
war disiUusiomnent with it It is agam becoming the fashion 
f or Bupenor persons t o sne er at democracy ‘As for demo- 
cracy,’ said Alcibiades towards the end of the Peloponnesian 
war, ‘why should we disciws acknowledged madness?* and 
our young Alcibiades of the presraat day talk in similar terms. 
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* This conlrast hetwccn the pre-war and post-war estima- 
tion of democracy is in face of the facts paradoxical. For it 
was the nondemocratic governments that went to pieces 
under the strain of the war and the democratic governments 
which came successfully through and proved their efficiency. 
And the new democracy of Germany, the hopeful, alwt 
democracies m the smaller states like Czecho-Slovakia and 
Esihonia, above all the application in tlie League of Nations 
of the principles of democratic government to international 
relations are far more striking witnesses to the success of 
democracy than the repudiation by Italy and Spain of a 
democracy they never possessed are wtnesses to its failure, 
jlt almost looks as though it was the success and not the 
'failure of democracy which made men disillusioned with it. 
^'Tlial, though paradoxical, is, I think, true. Real democracy, 
“when experienced is such a Gioroughly satisfactory form of 
government that men are always trying to ^tend it and to 
give it more to do. The tned success of democratic govern- 
ment in Europe and North America in the second half of the 
nineteenth century was accompanied by the extension of the 
area of democratic government, and an enormous increase 
in the functions which men eTipected a democratic govern- 
ment to perform. What the Webbs have called Industrial 
Democracy has gone through the same process of develop- 
ment. The English Trade Umons of the early years of the 
nineteenth century were mostly both small and simple. 
Their members mostly knew one another and the functions 
they had to perform were mostly so simple that they were 
within any one’s power. With the development of industry 
unions had to become national bodies— had to have a 
memberehip running mto thousands, scattered all over the 
country— unable to meet together, having to build up amid 
all sorts of difficulties some sort of representative machinery. 
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This contrast between the pre-war and post-war estima- 
^tion of democracy is in face of the facts paradoxical For it 
was the nondemocratic governments that went to pieces 
under the strain of the war and the democratic governments 
which came successfully through and proved their efficiency. 
And the new democracy of Germany, the hopeful, alert 
democracies in the smaller states like Gzecho-Slovakia and 
Esthonia, above all the apphcation in the League of Nations 
of the principles of democratic government to international 
relations are far more stnking witnesses to the success of 
democracy than the repudiation by Italy and Spain of a 
democracy they never possessed are witnesses to its failure, 
^tt almost looks as though it was the success and not the 
'failure of democracy which made men disillusioned with it. 
That, though paradoxical, is, 1 think, true. Real democracy, 

* when experienced is such a thoroughly satisfactory form of 
government that men are always trying to extend it and to 
give it more to do The tried success of democratic govern- 
ment m Europe and North America in the second half of the 
nineteenth century was accompanied by the extension of the 
area of democratic government, and an enormous mcrease 
in the functions which men expected a democratic govern- 
ment to perform. What the Webbs have called Industrial 
Democracy has gone through the same process of develop- 
ment. The E nglish Trade Umons of the early years of the 
nineteenth century were mostly both small and simple. 
Their members mostly knew one another and the functions 
they had to perform were mostly so simple that they were 
within any one’s power. With the development of industry 
unions had to become national bodies — had to have a 
membership r unning into thousands, scattered all over the 
country — unable to meet together, havmg to build up amid 
a]] sorts of difficulties some sort of representative machinery. 
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And all the time that their ama was mcreasmg their work 
was becoming more complicated and specialized — ^no longer 
a work that any one could do in his spare time but work 
needing expert skill and trained specialized knowledge. And 
all those new* responsibilities which success had brought < 
en tatlgd new' machinery and new organization — ^new adjust-, 
ments in democracy itself — and men began to feel that for 
all the size and success and efficiency of this new' industrial 
democracy it had lost sometlung which was the soul and 
spint of the simpler, more primitive organizations. It could 
not at all ‘recapture its first fine careless rapture’. That is 
often the sad result of success Orgamzation and machinery 
and effident adnunistration choke the spirit and disillusion- 
ment sets m. 

Men feel disillusionment about poUt^l de mocr acy, I 
beUeve for reasons of the same kind. Just consider the 
prodigious achievement of democracy in the United States — 
howr it has managed to give orderly and established govern- 
ment to a contment — ^to an enormous population of all 
nations and language— to a society almost inconceivably 
different from the sodety known to the Fathers of the 
Constitution. Butthisprodigioussuccesshas been purchased 
at a pnce — ^the transformation of Democracy into something 
very different fiom anything Jefferson and Lmcoln ever 
dreamed of. And as Democracy adiu sts itself, clumsily and , 
slowly and inadequat ely to ite new ta^. its ffffiures to meet • 
the new opportunities it has it^lf created are more evident 
than its success m makmg them. It is not simply that the 
new forms Democracy takes on are disappcnnting to those^ 
who knew' the old. The podtion is more serious. The 
new tasks thrust on successful democracy are really in ' 
danger of breaking it down Expert mampulation of men 
m themass, drilled and disciplined parties, and all the other 
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'phenomena of modem large scale democracies are not 
' democracy at all. 

Our disappointment with modern political democracy is, 
I repeat, not the result simply of a comparison between what 
exists now and what we remember existing in an earlier or 
simpler time, or what our parents or grandparents have 
told us. The disillusionment comes from a contrast m the 
present. We are all of us members of one or more of the 
innumerable smaller societies which are such a feature of 
modem social life, particularly of American and English 
social life. We know there what a thoroughly satisfactory 
-hnd obvious and altogether to be taken for granted a form 
of government democracy can be, and we are worried and 
disappointed because political democracy falls so far short 
(of the expenenced ideal. 

Is this appeal to the simple, familiar, small society a 
mistake? Is this feelmg of disillusionment unnecessary^ 
Does it arise from our contrasting a nation or world-wide 
society with what it cannot and never was intended to be 
like? That the appeal from the state to the smaller circles 
of personal relationship is often misleadmg is plam enough. 
The his tory of the doctrme of natural rights — of the con- 
ception of human brotherhood, makes that clear. But the 
persistency of such appeals m the history of pohtics is 
witness of how often men know that large oigamzations and 
machmery tend to become an end m themselves, and have 
by such appeals to be remmded of the simple human ends 
they are mtended to serve 

I propose therefore to go back to the begmnmgs of modem 
democracy as it was first conceived m the seventeenth 
century and formulated by mm who had had vivid experi- 
ence of the superemment satisfactormess of simple demo- 
cratic government in the self-govenung congregation, and 
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therefore demanded that the state should be orgamzed on 
the same model There is this special reason for my gomg 
back to the seventeenth century experience when lecturing 
to an American audience It is a bold task for an Englishman 
to talk about Democracy to citizens of the United States. 
English and American Democracy are in many ways so 
subtly different they rest on such different assumptions 
and have developed m such different ways that it is very 
hard for a man who is famihar with the one form to talk to 
those familiar with the other without misunderstanding If 
1 plunged at once mto a discussion of modem conditions you 
might be tempted to assume that I coming from England 
necessarily do not know really what Democracy means and 
you xmght be affronted if you seemed, from some of my 
language, to discover that 1 thought that it was you as 
Americans who suffered from that ignorance But m the 
sev enteenth-century Puritans de mocrat s in. Amenca and m 
England haye a comm<w spinf-nal atinpgfry and we can begm 
on common ground examuung afresh the rock out of which 
we both are hewn. 

This way of begmnmg our discussion should have^the 
great advantage of renundmg os of the part played m the 
development of democracy, and still played in its working 
by the democratically governed rebgious organizations On 
the practical importance of this for the present day I hope 
to have somethmg to say m a later lecture But it will help 
us to have it in nund from the start 

By great good fortune we happen to possess a first hand 
account— taken down in the shorthand of the period — of a 
memorable debate on the principles of democratic govern- 
ment and their practical apphcation to England, held be- 
tween the representatives of the army on the one hand, and 
the two men who were more than any others really respon- 
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sible for the government of England, Cromwell and Ireton, 
on the other The debate was held at the grand council of 
ofBcers at Putney, the 25th of October, 1647, to consider a 
remonstrance from the army called ‘The case of the army 
truly stated, together with the nushaps and dangers which 
are imminent and some suitable remedies, and humbly pro- 
posed by the agents of five regiments of horse to the respec- 
tive regiments and the whole army.’ The officers discussed 
it with five agents who are named — one of them with* the 
appropnate name of Mr. Wildman, and four soldiers. Some 
of the most striking remarks are made by one of the latter 
who IS referred to simply as Buifcoat — ^as might be ‘Steel 
Helmet* or ‘The Unknown Soldier*. 

The Council of officers were not all in agreement with 
Cromwell and Ireton. The case for the army is maintamed 
by a Colonel Ramboro, one of the most promment of the 
Levellers. For convenience sake therefore I shall refer to 
those who voice the views of the delegates from the army as 
the Levellers. 

The debate was taken down m shorthand by one William 
Clarke, who was at that time secretary to the Council of the 
Army. Hewas one of those who afterwards followed Monk and 
was TTiflHfi Secretary at War after the Restoration. His son. 
Dr. George Clarke, bequeathed his father’s papers in 1736 to 
Worcester College, Oxford, and they were edited by Professor 
Fu*th and published by the Camden Society in 1891. 

The article m the case for the army round which the 
debate centres is the demand for manhood suffrag e, and m 
their statements of the case for it its defenders touch the 
centre of democratic pnnciple Ireton defends the pnnciple 
that voting should be based on property and confined to 
those who have a permanent stake in the country and he 
argues his case ably and well. But all such arguments based 
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as they are on expediency and experience are swept aside 
by the passionate vision of the others 'Really,* says'' 
Colonel Rainboro, ‘ 1 think the poorest he that is m England' 
hath a life to live as the richest he * That seems to me the 
authentic note of democracy The poorest has his own life' 
to live, not to be managed or drilled or used by other people. 
His life IS his and he has to live it. None can divest him of 
that responsibihty However different men may be in wealth 
or ability or learmng, whether clever or stupidj good or bad, 
livmg their life is their concern and their responsibility. 
That is for those Puritans as for all true democrats the real 
meaning of human equality Responsibility for one's own 
life is somethmg possessed by or enjoined on us all Our' 
equality m that responsibility is of such preponderating' 
importance that beside it all our other differences, manifest ’ 
and undemable as they may be, are neither here nor there / 
That IS not a scientific nor a common-sense doctrine It is a 
rehgious and moral principle It is the translation into non- 
theological language of the spintual priesthood of all 
believers Men who could say thmgs like that have gone 
deep mto the heart of things 

But when it comes to drawmg the consequences from this 
simple act of faith, questionmgs arise ‘And therefore truly 
I think, Sir, it is clear’, goes on Colonel Rainboro, ‘that 
every man that is to live under a government ought first by 
his own consent to put himself under that government and 
I do think that the poorest man in England is not at all 
bound m a stnet sense to that government that he hath not 
had a voice to put hmaself under ’ And so agam, ‘ Every man/ 
bom m England, cannot, ought not, neither by the law of.' 
God nor the law of nature, to be exempted from the choice' 
of those who are to make laws for him to live under and for 
aught I know, to lose his life under ’ 
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An SO in the same strain, Mr. Wildman: 

* I conceive that the undeniable maxim of government is 
that all government is m the free assent of the people If so, 
then upon that account there is no person that is under a just 
government or hath justly his own, unless he by his free 
consent be put under that government. This he cannot be 
unless he be conscntmg to it and therefore accordmg to this 
maxim there is never a person in England but ought to have 
a voice in electing ; there are no laws that m this strictness and 
vigour of justice any man is bound to that are not made by 
those whom he doth consent to. And therefore 1 should, 
humbly move that if the question be stated which should 
soonest bring thmgs to an issue it ijugrht* return to this: 
whether any person can justly be bound of law who doth not 
give his consent that such persons should make laws for him.' 

Observe what is beginning to happen. The spintual 
principle unphed m *The poorest he hath a life to live m 
England as well as the richest he* is now translated into the 
prmciple that no man has a nght to be governed save by his 
own consent. But as Ireton very truly points out, full 
consent and government are not really compatible. The 
prmciple that we are bound to nothmg except we consent to 
it IS really anarchy and nothmg else. The Levellers protest 
that they are not anarchists, but they only manage to mam- 
tain that with any plausibihty because they are untrue to 
their prmciples What they are content with is not now - 
consent to each and every law but consent to the persons 
who are to make the law — and even then they are cheating. 
For the practical measure for which they are contending is 
that every one should have a nght to take part in the 
fllp.Rf.iTig of legislators. But to say that you have chosen your 
legislator because you have voted agamst him is a curious 
argument, frequently as it is used by those who wish to base 
government on consent And yet, unless you accept that 
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absurdity, those insisiers on consent must admit that every 
legislator is mvalidly elected who is not elected unanimously. 
That would of course make government impossible. That is 
not the worst of it. For when the debate begms Cromwell 
proposes that they should first see how far those new pro- 
posals are compatible with the public engagements into 
which they have already entered This provokes a storm of 
protests from the delegates. The question is — they insist — 
not what engagements we have entered mto but what is 
right and just— and what is right and just they make 
abundantly clear is what they think nght and just Buff- 
coat expresses m unmistakable language their impossibilist 
temper* 

*He could break engagements m case they proved unjust 
and that it nught so appear to his conscience That whatso- 
ever hopes or obligations I should be bound unto, if afterward 
God should reveal himself, I would break it speedily, if it were 
an hundred a day.* 


IS 

it and that that is a very different matter fias doctrme 
of consent is founded on the law of God and the lawof nature. 
It is not something which admits of compromise or need 
take any account of historical circumstances or ejdsting 
obligations. The spiritual prmciple of democracy seems 
when translated into practice to turn mto such impossibilist 
nonsense that its very defenders for all their absolutist talk 
compromise * 

^ These impossibilities Ireton is not slow to point out. 
When I do hear men speak of laying aside all engagements 
U> consider only that wild or vast notion of what in eveiy 

^ ® that I tremble 

at the boundless and endless consequences of it ’ *If you 


For note lastly that the absolutism of this moral prmciple 
transcribed into an equal absolutism m the apphcation of 
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Will resort only to the law of nature, by the law of nature you 
have no more right to this land or anything else than I have. 
I have as much right to take hold of anything that is for my 
sustenance, to take hold of anythmg that 1 desire to my 
satisfaction as you.* He exposes the inconsistencies of the 
Levellers by getting them to admit that by ‘all men* they 
do not mean foreigners or even servants. In fact all that 
admirable common sense and clear logic can say against the 
Levellers Ireton says. 

And yet when he has said all he has to say, you feel that 
though he may have refuted the Levellers* practical proposals 
he has never got to grips with what is moving them. He can 
criticize and does cnticize admirably their constitutional 
suggestions, but he and they are not really movmg m the 
same sphere. They have somethmg to say the spirit of which 
'he does not recogmze. In the Levellers and Ireton we have 
'two elements which are visible in all the democratic move- 
ments which are to follow them, a mystical conviction of the 
equahty of man which has behmd it a livmg power and 
fervour, but, if translated literally into practical machinery, 
IS impossibilist and anarchic, and the compromismg spint 
of the practical man who knows the necessities of govern- 
ment and tnes by appeals to common sense and efficiency to 
get some senselntb the idealist. From the give and take 
of these two elements comes much m later democratic 
,thinking. Perfect democracy becomes an ideal where men 
are guided solely by the inner voice and yet come to identical 
contusions, where government has become consent and 
coercion has disappeared. But in this present evil world it 
is recogmzed to be an impossibility Government has to be 
carried on whether people agree or not. Some regard has to 
be paid to efficiency and some concession made to the glaring 
actual inequahties between man and man, still more be- 
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tweeu race and race. Actual governments go some way to 
meet the idealist but pay more regard to practical ^gen- 
cies. And the easiest, most disastrous and commonest com- 
promise IS to let the ideahst go on talking, or let him e.^ress 
m declarations of nghts and high-soundmg prm- 
aples and to see to it m practice that such declarations do 
no harm and are satisfactonly nullified by what is actually 
jo ne For as the principles of the Levellers and of Ireton 
never meet, they can never really be umted. 

When, however, we consider what Cromwell has to say we 
come to s omething more hopeful. Cromwell shows himself 
to be both the most religious and the most practical man in 
the discussion. He has far more sympathy with and under- 
standing of the Levellers than has Ireton * I cannot but see 
that we all speak to the same ©ad and the mistakes are only 
m the way.’ He has not the concern which either they or 
Ireton have for the machinery of government. The Jews 
had different forms of government and m all those kmds of 
government they were happy and contented. If you make 
the best of it, if you should diange the government to the 
best of it, It IS but a moral thmg. It is but as Paul says, 

" Droess dung m comparison of Christ.” ’ He remembers 

all the fanrifl that they are d^cussmg plans which are to content 
not themselves but a nation 'We are to consider whether 
accordmg to reason and judgement the spints and temper of 
the loabon are prepared to receive and go along with it ’ Butr^ 
above all he insists from first to last that men who claim to 
speak in the name of God must be prepared for real discus- • 
Sion, must recognize that they all are fallible, that they can ' 
correct one another. 

‘At such a meeting as this it has been said we should wait 
upon God and hearhen to the voice of God speakmg m every 
one of us. 1 confess it is an high duty but when anythmg is 

B 
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spoken as from God 1 thmk the rule is : Let the rest judge. It 
is left to me to judge for my own satisfaction and the satisfac- 
tion of others whether it be the Law or not and I do no more.* 
. . . ' If when we want particular and extraordinary impres- 
sions we shall either altogether sit still because we have them 
not and not follow that hght that we have ; or shall go against 
or short of that light that we have upon the imagmary appre- 
hension of such divme impressions and divme discoveries m 
particular thmgs which are not so divme as to carry their 
evidence with them to the conviction of those that have the 
spirit of God withm them, I think we shall justly be under a 
condemnation Truly we have heard many speakmg to us and 
I cannot but thmk that in many of those thmgs God hath 
spoke to us. I cannot but thmk that m most that have spoke 
there hath been some thmgs of God made known to us and yet 
there hath been several contradictions m what hath been 
spoken. But certainly God is not the author of contradictions.*^ 

Cromwell has as much as the Levellers the fundamental 
democratic behef m the mdividual conscience — ^*This Law 
and this word speakmg withm us — which truly is m every 
TTign that hath the spmt of God— we are to have a regard 
to. Our best way is to judge the conformity or disfonmty 
of it with the Law written withm us which is the law of the 
spmt of God, the mmd of God— the mmd of Ghnst.’ He is 
prepared to listen to and learn from every one — BufIcoat as 
well as the rest, Lieutenant-General or private. God may 
^hav ft spoken to any one of them. And yet we must di&- 
'tinguish the word of God from our own imaginmgs, and we 
are to do that by discussion, by givmg weight to the opmions 
of others »Tid by reason. He also makes a distmction whose 
importance for democracy I shall discuss later, between 
knowledge of the will of God which is discovered when men 
come together in the spirit of God, and knowledge of matters 
of fact. ‘ If in those thmgs we do speak or pretend to speak 
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from God, there be mistakes of fact, if there be a mistake m 
the thing— m the reason of the thing — truly I think it is for 
me to show both the one and the other if I can.* 

Now m this attitude of Cromwell this is perhap s most 
noteworthy — ^that while he starts from the same religious 
democratic basis ^_thej^ey^m^belie\wg that God may 
reveal himself as well through BuiTcoat as through the 
Lieutenant-General, through the poorest him as through the 
nchest him — he has no sympatiiy — not even as much as 
Iretonwiththeirdoctrme of consent Ireton and the Levellers 
are disputmg as to whose will or whose conaanh ir t.n ha 
asked.. Democratic machmery is to give expression to will, 
and the issue between Ireton and the others is whether it is 
to be the will of men of property or of every one Cromwell 
IS mdiSerent to such questions For him the purpose of such 
machmery is to find somethmg out, to diseovep aomahhinf r 
which is_ there^to be discov ered — discovered by hearing what 
each man’s conscience has to say but also by fr ank anH open 
discussion among men wishmg to learn the will of God., 
What he has learned from his experience of the small 
democracy of the Chnsbau congregation is the insight into 
the purposes of life which the common hfe and discussion of 
a demociahc society can give as nothmg else can. 

And as we shall see it is this experience and 
which can save democracy from the impossibihst anarchy 
which Ireton so abundantly cnfacized but which nses up 
tme and again to trouble the practical man, just because 
the Iretons of this world cannot understand or satisfy the 
real spirit which is behmd it. 



LECTURE II 


W E have seen already from our eyamiTiafinTi of the dis- 
cussion in the Clarke Papers that the inspiration of 
modem democracy came from men’s experience of the 
entirely satisfactory character of democratic government in 
the Christian congregation — came therefore especially from 
the Independents, the Anabaptists, anH the Quakers — ^hom 
the men who had both accepted more wholeheartedly than 
other Protestants the reformation doctrine of the spintual 
priesthood of all believers, and made the small independent 
congregation the unit of government. We have seen at the 
same time that the moment men sought to apply that 
eiqienence to pohtical problmis difficulties arose. 

These difficulties had their ongm partly, as I suggested in 
my last lecture, m differing views as to what was really 
essential in that expenence. The two attitudes represented 
dramatically m that conv^ation by Cromwell and the 
Levellers respectively are typical of two pomts of view 
which persist in democracy. The Levellers, we may perhaps 
say, are all taken up with what this new government feels 
like. In it every one is made to feel equal and active. The 
Incisions of the small society, when it is workmg happily, are 
felt to be the decisions of ev^ member. Their watchword 
IB t herefore government bv cons ent. What makes this 
new form of government so precious is that it is their 
government — ^that they are all priests. That therefore has 
to be preserved at all costs. Men must somehow contmue 
to have this feelmg that the government is theirs and that 
;they give their consent to it 

' Cromwell, a man both of deeper spiritual insight and of far 
greater practical ability and expenence, is concerned with 
the under which alone this happy experience is 

reahzed. Consent is for him a result and not a condition He 
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conceives its conditions to be that aU con c e m gd are s_etog 
to express not their own will bnt the wd of G od. That is 
yim^hing tJie disewery of which all may contribute, but 
only in so far as they are ready to discuss freely and un- 
reservedly with others; and to use what knowledge and 
experience of the situation th^ have. 

But the difficulties of the appUcation of the experience of 
the simple democratic society to pohtics arose not only from 
those different mterpretations. They were the mevitable 
result of the differences of the situation to which this newly- 
won expenence was now apphed. 

The most obvious and the most persistent and puzzlmg 
of these differences is th e difference in scale. It is not the 
only difference which matters. The differmicem the purpose 
and nature of a pohtical society from other forms of associa- 
bon IS, as we shall see, another difference of great importance. 
But so long as we do not forget that there is this other 
fundamental difference to be considered, we can begin by 
considenng by itself this differmce m scale and its far* 
reachmg effects. 

Churches are voluntary orgamzations, and the Indepen- 
dents and Anabaptists could make the smgle congregation 
the umt of government if they wished ; and they could also 
make each umt withm limits self-contamed. But the size of 
the umt of polibcal government is not dictated by the ideal 
conditions of govermng but by the nature of the work to be 
done, by all kmds of geograpkcal, economic, and historical 
circumstances. As civilization has developed, commumca- 
iions become easier and commerce more important, tiie 
areas needing common governmental control have become 
steadily larger The discrepancy between the area of govern- 
ment dictated by the capacity for good govermng the 
area dictated by the need tor government is one of the most 
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bafllmg disharmonies of politics, and is with us all. It 
appears in its most formidable and insurmountable form 
when any attempt is made to transfer the expenence of 
the small self-enclosed democratic society to pohbcal 
government. 

Somethmg very wonderful can, as Cromwell saw, come 
out of the close association of a small body of men— small 
enough for it to be possible for them all to know one another, 
and for real discussion — a constructive effort of collective 
thinkmg — ^to be possible. But how tmy has such a society 
to be? How many people can meet for discussion m such a 
way that anything real can come out of the discussion? It 
depends, I t^nk, on how well they know one another. The 
ideal number varies, but it is not large. 

*The best number of membem for a Umversity^s prmcipal 
governing board,’ wrote President Eliot, ^ *is seven* because 
that number of men can sit round a small table, talk with each 
other mformally without waste of words or any display or 
pretence, provide an adequate diversity of pomts of view and 
modes of dealmg with the subject m hand, and yet be prompt 
and efficient m the despatch of busmess. In a board of seven 
the different professions and callmgs can be sufficiently 
represented.’ 

That IS of course an extreme view. There can, as the 
experience of the Christian congr^ation proved, be a meet- 
ing of a much larger number of people who, if they know one 
another, can really come to a creative agreement and pro- 
duce that mystenous thing called *the sense of the meetmg’, 
even when only few take part in the discussion. But the 
limits of a meetmg of that sort are soon reached. How many 
movements there are in democratic societies which are 
started by a few people who understand one another, pool 

* University Administration, C. W. Ehot. 
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fceir difficulties and suggestions, and then build up a mov©- 
loent by the creative energy which comes from discussions 
of that kind, who then find that the size of the movement 
has made impossible the kmd of government which built it 
upl There are some societies which never recover from their 

SUCCESS* 

It is a commonplace of political theory that direct demo- 
crat became impossible when the size of the commumty 
outgrew the linuts of a single pubhc meeting But long 
before that limit is reached most members of the community 
have ceased to take any part in the discussion or to contri- 
bute anythmg to the meetmg No one can really do business 
at a big meeting. Men can say Yes or No to cut and dned 
proposals, or compellmg and spellbmdmg speeches may turn 
votes, but the real discussion and largely the real govern 
ment is in the bands of the committee who prepare the 
busmess 

The real pomt is that when a society has grown beyond 
the liwiifu of a pubhc meetmg, then even the pretence of 
direct government has to be g^ven up, and somethmg has to 
be done about it And that the limit of direct democracy 
was felt to be detennmed by the limit m the size of the public 
meetmg, and not by the much earher lunit of the effective 
discussion, has been of simster importance m the theory of 
democracy It has suggested that what matters is not that 
the people should rule, but that they should think they rule ; 
and it has given undue emphasis to the element of consent 
over the element of discussion. 

But the practical man will be listemng to all this with 
growmg impatience. How far away all such discussions seem 
from the actual necessities of govemm^t even m the seven- 
teenth century! The population of the nation state even 
then ran into millions. What relation could there possibly be 
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between the government of nulhons, scattered over a wide 
area, with little knowledge of one another, and the govern- 
ment of a congregation? Ought we not to say frankly that 
in these circumstances government by the people is an 
obvious impossibihty? Government, even if it be govern- 
ment by means of discussion, can only be carried on by a 
few, and that is surely the end of it. 

We are accustomed to say that this problem was solved by 
representative government. That representative govern- 
ment was adopted because of this diiiiculty of size is true 
enough. * In Massachusetts says Boui^aud,^ ‘ the fact that 
the electors were scattered over a wide tract of country led 
to the adoption of the representative system. After 1634 the 
General Assembly of Boston became practically an assembly 
of delegates.' It was the great invention of representative 
government (so the accepted theory of government runs) 
which enabled modem democracy to pass the narrow limits 
within which Greek democracy was confined — ^limits defined 
,by Anstotle as the range of an orator’s voice. 

But the different attitudes to democracy which I have 
symbohzed by the Levellers and Cromwell have eiqpressed 
themselves in very different attitudes to representative 
government. Let us examine each of these separately, 
remembering that the two attitudes are m fact always both 
operative— that they represent two aspects, both of which are 
necessary to democracy. We shall be ex aminin g separately 
what does not exist separately. The facts will always he better 
than the description of either tendency would suggest For, 
as we shall see, either of these attitudes, though it may be 
exalted by its adhereats as the essential of democracy , leads, 
if not corrected by the other, to a denial of democracy. 

With that warning in our minds, let us examine first the 
> Bourgeaud, Rtse of Modem Demoeraeg, p. 163. 
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attitude of the Levellers and their followers to representa- 
tive government. The Levellers themselves had no mtention 
of settmg up a sovereign representative assembly. Their 
legislature was to be limited by a fundamental law, with- 
drawmg certam fundamental matters from the control of 
their representatives Our friend Mr. Wildman^ writes, 

*I believe that the freedomes of this nation will never be 
secure, until the extent of the power and trust of the people s 
representatives and the people’s reservations to themselves 
be clearly defined.* Democratic theory, following the lead 
of the Levellers, has never been entirely happy about the 
representative. He is a necessary evil, to be done without if 
possible. Think of the dispute which have raged round the 
difference between representative and delegate — around the 
proper relation of a representahve to his constituents — of 
Walt Whitman’s protest agamst * the never-endmg audacity 
of elected persons’ — of the very different answers given to 
the puzzlmg question, 'What does a representative repre- 
sent ‘ If any one should mquire,’ says the Agreement of 
the People,^ 'why we should desire to jom m an agreement 
with the people to declare these to be our native rights, and 
not rather to petition to the Parliament for them: the reason 
is evident No Act of Parhament is or can be unalterable 
and so cannot be sufficient security to save you or us harm- 
lease, from what another Parhament may determme, if it 
should be corrupted ’ Rousseau confirmed this atUtude m 
his statement that the people of England are free only at a 
general elechon, and ^at then they enslave themselves. 
From Rousseau till the present day there is a continuous 
tradition m democratic theory which has Hftnn nn i»p. H repre- 
sentative government as essratially undemocratic — or at 

TnOh'a Truanph, quoted Bourgeaud, p. 89 
* Bourgeaud, p. 89 
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least as a makeshift to be controlled and limited as much 
as possible, and democratic practice m Svutzerland and 
America, if not in England, has made experiment after 
experiment to embody this tiradition m practice. 

Let us accept the position of the Levellers that the consent 
to government and to acts of government by each and every 
member of the commumty is the one thing needful to demo- 
cracy — that therefore government by the pubhc meeting, 
where such is possible, is its ideal form — and with that m 
mind let us thmk agam of Aristotle’s limit of democracy — 
the range of an orator’s voice , and remember that there are 
now other ways than representative government of setting 
back these liimts. Thanks to broadcasting, the whole world 
might become m some sense a public meeting. Gertamly all 
the world could listen to a debate. You m Amenca have just 
had the experience of a continent listening to a debate, and 
saymg Yes or No on a fixed day to the proposals put before 
them. And long before radio was mvented, skilful reporting 
a cheap press had done sometbmg of the same thing 
They had transformed the representative assembly mto 
the platform of a pubhc meeting. On it men talked only 
partially to one another and mcreasmgly to the mvisible 
public behmd. As these representatives ceased to be m fact 
a sovereign assembly, whatever they remamed in name, and 
became a platform of the pubhc meeting of the nation, it 
became more important to reach and influence the listeners 
m the body of the hall than to convmce the other side on the 
platform, and m time the umqueness and importance of the 
platform began to dimmish It was felt that so long as the 
listeners m the body of tiie hall were reached, it did not very 
much matter on what particular platform the speaker was 

standmg. PoUtimans began to tour the country, speakmg to 

wiasa meetings but always at the same fame speakmg to the 
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general public beyond — as any statesman important enough 
to be fully reported always does. Public opuiion, instead o! 
being someUnng eicpressing itself only at authorized times 
and only m a choice of representatives, became something 
always there—always bemg influenced and influencing— an 
mvisible public meetmg of the whole country m perpetual 
session, with the press a new and mdispensable oigan of 
government. Those who experienced the General Sinke in 
Bngland in 1926, ivith the press suddenly for all practical 
purposes put out of action, reahzed how dependent modern 
government is on reaching the public all the time. Address- 
mg this invisible but potent audience needed a new tech- 


nique, and the organization of pohtical propaganda became 
the absorbmg busmess of pohtical parties, and the two mdi- 


spensable mstruments of the process — the press and campaign 


expenses—became more and more important in politics. 

The logical conclusion of the whole process is that if we> 
can make the whole country one public meetmg, we can) 
make it govern and say Yes or No at the end of the discus-^ 
Sion, and so we are to regard the referendum as the logical 
outcome of democracy. We may even go further and let 
there he de m an d s from the body of tbe hall that sometbrng 
dse should be discussed — mstead of letting the preparation 
of the agenda be confined entirely to the platform, and then 
we shall add to the referendum the imtiative. 


An mevitable result of this process is what is called the 
declme of representative assembhes. It is obvious enough 
mat thanks to modem pubhcity methods the Umted States 
durmg a Presidenbal election becomes one vast public 
meeting Indeed, without these pubhcity methods and party 
cmyentions and all the rest of it, the people of the Umted 
btetra co^d not possibly choose between two candidates as 
tney do. But what a cunous pubhc meeting it ^-dependent 
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for its existence as a public meeting on the operation of that 
mysterious and dusive medium we call publicity. What 
happens in a superlative degree at a Presid^tial election 
(and has therefore made the Electoral College practically 
non-existent) is happening to some extent all the tune m 
modem democracy. Hence the extraordinary fate of the 
Electoral College is only an extreme example of the fate 
that IS threatening to overcome all representative assembhes 
— ^a fate which, if the end of dmiocracy is government by 
public meeting, is inevitable and right, their work is just 
to make the people listen, they do not, any of them, do that 
work very well. Are we therefore to say of representative 
assemblies that th^ had their place before the development 
of a cheap press and other means of addressing a nation-wide 
public had made possible this new way of widening the range 
of democratic government ; but that now that we have dis- 
covered how to make the country into one great pubhc 
meeting, they are not wanted and their decay is not to be 
mourned? 

In spite however of the help which democracy now 
gets from modem science, this process of widening the area 
of democratic government is disillusioning. Modem demo- 
cracy does not feel like the simple town meetmg or the con- 
gregation. What has gone wrong? 

Of course one thing which is obviously wrong in this new 
and magical pubhc meeting is that the means of transmission 
of sound are unsatisfactory. They do not transmit anything 
like all that is said on the platform: and a great deal of what 
they do transmit, t hey transmit wrong . That is the problem 
of the Wharwe have doneis to let into this public 
meetingTprivate transmitting medium, which really con- 
trols what the public hears. In England at least that 
transmitting medium is coming under the control of fewer 
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and fewer people. The remedy would appear to be that the 
press be made public . That has praicUcal difficulties. But 
even apart from these, people who believe m that cure for 
our problem had better study the files of the Bnlish 
Gaz^e, which did perform the function suggested dunng 
the British General Strike m 1926. No doubt, however, 


there are various devices b y which private inte rests could 
be kept from exploiBngIhe madunery of the public meeting. 

But before we think of considering any proposals towards 
that end, let us adc ourselves whether we really want tp 
make government like an immense public meetmg. Does 
any sane man think that a desirable end to bring about? 
What did anyone ever do at a pubh caaeetmg except produce 
enthusiasm? Look at the practiceHoi lai^K'democratic 
societies, and observe that when they hold their congresses 
they may have pubhc meetmgs for propaganda purposes, 
but they never attempt more Ihan the most formal business 


at them. Govemmen tJby p ublic meetmg is an impossibility, 
as any one must recogmze who wiU thinlf what a public 
meeting can actually do, or has seen a public meetmg un- 
expectedly adced to do somethmg. When we of 
modem democracy as Greek democracy enlarged by modem 
mventions, we should remember that t^ Greeks did not 
think that a state which was, as we say, governed by a 
pubhc meeting was necessarily a democracy. For them the 
teat question was— what was the constitution of the body 
which arranged .the agenda for and managed the pubhc 
meetmg? Only if that were elected by lot (were what 
Indent Lowell calls a sample democracy) did they call 
the state a democracy. Otherwise it was an ohgarchy 
governed by the few who arranged the busmesa, settled what 
quesfaons were to be asked, and arranged the discussion. It 
IS not merely that a pubhc meetmg can only say Yes or No 
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to questions put to it, or that public meetings whether of 
visible or invisible audiences are notoriously susceptible to 
mass su^estion, but that whether they say Yes or No 
depends enormously on how the questions are put, and on 
what sort of discussion there is. 

Further it is worth notmg that most of (though not all) 
the effective criticisms of democracy are cnticisms of what 
happens at the public meeting, visible and mvisible. The 
anti-democrat calls democracy government by a mob But 
a collection of people is not in itse lf a mo b, and it is not made 
a mob because its members are common or ordmary or 
stupid people, but because and m so far as they are under 
the mfluence of mass suggeshon. The mdividual members of 
the most howlmg mob would be found to be sensible decent 


people in their own circle when dealing with famihar prob- 
lems which they have to face as a matter of busmess. The 
anti-democrat who contemplates certam aspects of the 
pubhc meetmg may well say of democracy, if it is govern- 
ment by pubhc meeting, that it is government by mass 
suggestion i that its implication is that people govern best 
by gettmg themselves mto a state of mmd m which they 
would never dream of gettmg to solve their own compara- 
tively simple problems. No one supposes that m ordmary 
life the responses of people under mass suggestion are of any 
senous value whatever. No one in his senses, if he had to 
solve an ordmary scientific or practical problem, would put 
himself under mass suggestion. The anti-democrat contem- 
plating much that goes on at a general election may well 
ask— what are we to think of a form of government in which 
people dehberately make themselves drunk, or aUow th^- 
selves to be made drunk, before they decide the most im- 
portant questions of government? For there is no very 
Lential difference in the effects on the judgement of mass 
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suggestion and ot alcohol. And tho cynically-mindcd might 
say that it was not an accident that in the early days of 
democracy election days were great days of drunkenness: 
that if the liquor has now largely disappeared, that is partly 
because the required result can be produced without it, the 
effectiveness ot mass suggestion has so much increased 

These are surely elementary coiibiderations— :90 clcmon- 
tary are they, and so unanswerable arc some of these anti> 
democratic criticisms, that their neglect in much modern 
democracy requires explanation Men surely could not so 
Ignore simple facts if they were not under the influence of 
some compelling theory. 

The theory which forces men to acquiesce m these evils 
IS the theory ot the Levellers that the essence of democracy 
IS g overnment by the consent o f all the governed — that that 
result is more important than aro_thc means by which itjs 
attained. That is, as we saw, an impossible ideal, in any 
real sense of the word 'consent*. But if it is accepted as an 
ideal, democrats will hold that the measure of democracy is 
the amount of consenting by everybody that there is. Tho 
Levellers could only conceive of one general consent to the 
fundamental form of government. We can do better than 
that— we can make the necessity of consent more frequent 
and can insist that our governors should come for our con« 
sent for everythmg they do. 

But when we set our minds to bring this about, certain 
puzzhng questions and disqmetmg facts arise Is democracy 
a means of bjgMggm g^bout that the peop le shall consent Jp. 
what the government proposes to do, or that thegove^ent 
8haU_do _what the people wan t? The twoThmgs are very 
mfferent, and yet if all we want is to produce consent, it can 
be got in either way. If we choose the second alternative as 
nemg obviously the more democratic, we shall have to ask 
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ouxselves whefJier the people do want anything deGnitely' 
and imaTOTwn mdy enough for there to he any sense in tlw 
second alternative. Shall we not have to say that no con- 
structive propofols can possibly come from ^e people as a 
wholes Sind ds^te pic^usaVs come irom 

individuals or tiny groups of individuals. any real sense 
of the words ' wish * or 'want* the people do not wish or want 
anything. Their approval or disapproval, their liking or 
fliglilrmg of whst individuals or small groups of individuals 
put before them will be real enoughs- but that is another 
^matter. Strictly speaking, phrases such as 'the will of the' 
people* or 'the voice of the pe ople* are mare myt holggy. 
The great mass"of the people can only consent to what 
government or some other organized group of people pro- 
poses to do. If the formulation of proposals or the choice of 
alternative candidates is not done by a responsible govern- 
ment organization, it will have to be done by an irresponsible 
organization-^ a study of political parties has long made 
evident. The only result of insisting on the pretence that the 


posals from the responsible to the irresponsible organization. 
We are thus thrown back on the first alternative— that 


the people ahajl cpase nt to wh at the government want wJm>» 
But then we have to ask Whether that means that the 
government shall spend their time in t^g to discover 
to what proposals the people shall give, as it were, 
spontaneous consent, or in making up their minds what 
ouffht to be done or what the occasion requires, and Uxea 
tr^g to get consent to it. And i/the mark of democracy is 

Jnearly as posable tto i»can^ 

-rfting conseat is mueh the mnpbr. Mass pippi^ita and 
trin then he the real mstnimeat of demo- 

CTatic government. 
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There is worse to follow. For if you are really out for 
unanimity, experience from Puntan Massachusetts to Fascist 
Italy has ^own that a dissentient minonty will be Meamt 
to he unanimous’. There must then be a monopoly of the 
means of mass persuasion: minonties and opposition parties 
must be suppressed, and dissentients m vanous ways dis- 
couraged Then we shall find (as Plato observed long ago) < 
that the attempt to get complete democracy ends m tyranny 
There are traces of the beginnings of Caesansm in all modem" 
dmiocracies, and we shall have to admit that there is more 
than elsewhere unanimity, and therefore on this theory 
real democracy, m Fascist Italy and Bolshevist Russia — 
in the countries which achieve unanimity by the simple 
means of a monopoly of mass propaganda and a forcible 
suppression of dissentients. 

This paradoxical conclusion suggests that there is some- 
ihmg wrong with the argument, that democracy is not just 
govern ment by consen t, ^d tb^ representative gbvem- 
ment is more than a mere means of widenmg the area 
of the pubhc meetmg. Let us therefore look for a httle at the 
alternative theory . 



LECTURE Iir 

W E have been examining the results in large-scale 
government of that interpretation of democracy which 
regards its essence as th e assent of the g ov^pH to toe acts 
of government, and have seen that if it~ia left 'to'ifaftlf if. 
produces Ga^sansm. The attempt to regard representative 
government as merely a means of producmg a pubhc meeting 
on a nation-wide scale has proved its TniafaiTfftiinpag jn the 
paradox to which it led. We are now to see if the other 
attitude towards democracy — that which counts Hiannaginyi 
as more important than consent — will give us a better 
understanding of representative government. 

There is one great difference, besides the difference of 
scale, between modem representative government and Gredc 
democracy, which we have not yet noticed. Modem repre- 
sentative government i mph^ an organized an d o ffidal 
opposition. It does not only toterate difference and criticisim 
It implies and demands it. It is the sense of this which is 
behind the oft-quoted statement that the English people 
dislike coalitions: or bebmd the curious complamts which 
Parliamentary governments with strong majonties often 
make, that the opposition is not strong or effective enough. 
How curiously paradoxical is this attitude on the fac e of i t! 
Ministers who have spent much eneigy and breath oi^public 
platforms denouncmg the foolishness and perversify of their 
opponmts, in insinuating that no man m his senses could 
possibly vote for such misguided people, would be very much 
disturbed if they were universally taken at their word. It is, 

I dear that so far from unanimous consent being the 

ideal of representative democracy, representative democracy 
would not know what to do with such a consummation. 
Most of us dishke cntidsm, and m the heat of the moment 
aU opposition tends to be regarded as factious, and yet the 
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modern democratic statesmani for all ttie hard words he may 
fling at the opposition and the character of their cnticisnit 
knows that he cannot get on without it. We often discuss 


parties or \nth more. But no one with the least understand- 
ing of its nature would think that it could get on with one 
party. I was discussing the other day with a Ghmese student 
how the present government of China could become really 
democratic, and we both took for granted that that was 
identical with the question how could an authorized and 
effective opposition be created. The Bolshevik maxim, 
adopted by Kuo-Mm-Tang, ‘no opposition party and no 
opposition withm the party,* is the antithesis of democracy. 

All this IS of course a commonplace, but I am not sure that 
we always reabze how much of the essence of democracy 
is contamed in this insistence on a tolej^ted and ofUcial 
o ppoation . It imphes that the business of representative) 
government is to make articulate and get expressed different ' 
not consentaneous points of view — ^that democratic equality 
IS not an equality of sameness but of difference — ^tl^t we 
want everyone to have pohticai rights, notbecause and in so 
far as they agree with other people, but because and m so'' 
far as they have each their peculiar contnbution to make.' 
But that after all is the pnndple behind Colonel Rainboro’s 
‘the poorest he that is m England hath a' life to live as the 
nchest he* Of course if we concentrate on such difference 
and umqueness we shall get the kmd of anarchy and anti- 
nomiamsm which made the early Quakers such a trouble to 
Cromwell and which disturbed the beginnings of Rhode 
Itiand. But democracy is based on the assumption that 
men can agree on common action which yet leaves each^ 
to hve his own life — that if we really respect one another*s 
personahty we can find a common framework or system of 

C2 
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rights Within which the free moral life of fhe mdividual is 
possible. 

How that can best be attamed can be discovered by 
discussion, in which the one-sidedness of particular views 
can be eliminated and a prmciple of common action dis- 
covered which each can feel does justice to what was vital 
in his own contention. This is Cromwell's position-— tolera- 
tion and recognition of differences, based on the belief that 
God may speak through any member of the coimnimity, 
combmed with msistence that individual views shall submit 
to the criticism of open discussion. 

Now surely, if we reflect upon it, what matters most m the 
tmy democratic societies which we feel to be thoroughly 
satisfactory forms of government is what comes out of the 
free give and take of discussion When men who are servmg 
a cnmTnnti puipose meet to pool their eiqienence, to air their 
difidculties and even their dfrcontents, there comes about a 
real process of collective thinking. The narrowness and one- 
sidedness of each person's point of view are corrected, and 
somethmg emeiges which each can recogmze as embodymg 
the truth of what he stood for, and yet (or rather therefore) 
IS seen to serve the purpose of the society better than what 
any one conceived for himself. That is of course an ideal. 
Such perfect agreement is not often reached. But it is an 
ideal which is always to some extent realized when there is 
open and frank discussion. And any one with experience of 
the effectiveness of discussion m a small democratic society 
must recogmze how valuable is the contribution of those who 
are not easily convinced but can stand up resolutely for 
their own pomt of view. Where discussion of that kmd 
prevails, we recognize that democracy is not a makeshift or 
a compromise or a means of keepmg people quiet by ihe 
production of a sham unanimity, or a process of counting 
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heads to save the trouble of breaking them, but the ideal 
form of government. 

Observe further that the moment we take discussion 
seriously, we are committed to the view that we are con- 
cerned not primarily to obtam or register consent, but to 
find somethmg out. What it is that democratic discussion 
IS trymg to find out we shall discuss later. The root of the 
matter is that if the discussion is at all successful, we dis- 
cover somethu^ from it which could have been discovered 
mno otherway. 1 am only concerned now to note and msist 
on this fact, and to note its likeness to the discovery of truth 
m other spheres Modem science is a great realm of co- 
operative thinking where discoveries are made originally by 
the work of isolated mdividuals, but where they are tested 
and enlarged by cnhcism and discussion. Every scientific 
discoverer knows that what he most wants to know is not 
what can be said for, but what can be said against bis theory. 
What he most wants is an opposition. The example of 
scientific co-operative thinking may r emin d us that demo- 
cratic discussion is entirely compatible with leadership and 
with any amount of difference m the weight of the contnbu- 
Uons made by different members. Democracy assumes that' 
each member of the commumiy has somethmg to contnbute^ 
if it can be got out of hun It does not for a moment asanmft j 
that what each member contributes is of equal value 
^^Now if, wth all this m mmd, we approach the problem 


may be conveyed by the represenUtive to a further dis- 


wcawsa uy me large scale of political democracy, we shal 
say that what matters is not that the final decision of govern 
ment should be assented to by every one, but that every on 
^uld have somehow made his contribution to that decision 
There cannot possibly be one enormous discussion, but then 
may be smaller areas of discussion, and reBnUo 
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cussion, and so on. If \ve exanune the means by 'which non- 
political democratic societies which have grown beyond the 
area of a discussion group try to keep the society democratic, 
we find the process of representation at its best. A compara- 
tively large voluntary society, with a membership runnmg 
into thousands, can keep the real spirit of democracy pro- 
vided that its primary umts of discussion — its branches or 
lodges — are vigorous and ahve. If that condition is fulfilled, 
representatives of branches may then meet by distncts for 
common discussion, and representatives of distnct meetings 
may meet for discussion at the General Council of the whole 
society. The government of that most democratic of all 
religious societies — the Socnety of Fnenda— is an excellent 
example of this kmd of representative democracy. Presby- 
terian government is another example There tiie ongmal 
umt of democratic church government— the congregation — 
IS represented at the Presbyteries as Presbytenes are repre- 
sented at Synod and General Assembly. What matters is 
that at all stages there should be effective discussion. 

Political representative democracy of course falls far short 
/■of such an ideal. For one tbmg, its primary umts, the con- 
"stituencies, are far too large for effective discussion, and 
not nearly enough attention has been paid to the limits of 
effective discussion m the organization of representative 
assemblies. But in spite of these obvious defects modem 
representative government when it is successful does make 
possible an immense deal of real and effective discussion. 
How different a view do we get of the processes of modem 
democracy whenever we come withm range of discussion 
with a tolerated and oigam'zed opposition. One gets an 
impression sometimes as though there were always two 
processes going on m pohtics— on the one hand a procras 
of producmg collective enthusiasm at party meetmgs (or the 
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subtler and perhaps more poisonous, if calmer, process of 
producing political self-complacency when men of the same 
pohtical persuasion deplore m common the folly andknavery 
of thdr political opponents), and on the other hand a great 
process of discussion between men who do not agree but do 
discuss their disagreements. The final stage of that is of 
course the well-regulated give and take discussion which 
takes pl^ce m an effective legislative assembly. Complaints 
are often made nowadays of the unreal character which 
stnct party voting has given to Pariiamentary discussion. 
But men with inside escpenence of politics will usually tell 
you that the effect of an able and critical opposition is seen 
least m the division lists. But besides the final and formal 
stage m the legislative assembly there is m modem demo- 
cracy an immense deal of real informal discussion. Though, 
therefore, processes of producing collective enthu^ism are 
depressingly in evidence, discussion always educative and 
sometimes illummatmg is there as well. In spite of all the 
mass propaganda and collective enthusiasm whudi character- 
ise a General or a Presidential Election, these recurrent 
crises produce a great amount of pohtical education It 
looks as if the application of broadcasting to pohtics will, 
if it 18 regulated so as to eiwure fair discustion, TwaW very 
rmiarkably for pohtical education as agamst production 
of mass consciousness. 

Some of the most creative pohtical proposals m modem 
democracy originate, not with government nor with the 
permanent Cml Service, but with pubhc-mmded voluntary 
groups, who have a public concern for this or that problem 
and who have together thought out a remedy for it. We 
mato a great mistake if m conaidenng pohtical democracy 
we tiuiA only of individuals on the one hand and of the 

political organizations on theother.andneglect the enormous 
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importance m the production of a real public opinion of the 
innumerable voluntary associations of all kmds 'which exist 
in modem democratic society. One aspect of that view of 
democracy of which Roger Wilhams and Oliver Cromwell 
are the first representatives is the mdependence of church 
I and state. The corollary of tiiat is Lord Acton’s doctrine 
that liberty is possible only m a society wh^ there are 
] centres of organization other than the pohtical. Nothmg so 
i much makes possible a public opimon which is real because 
it IS based on free and frank discussion as the exist- 
ence of independent voluntary organizations 'with pubhc 
purposes. 

But this comparatively rosy picture has another side, and 
it IS time that we looked at it. We have seen the eviis 
resultant on considering that democracy ought to be govern- 
ment by as much consent as can be got . but there are 
other evils resultant on considering democracy as nothmg 
but government by discussion groups. The discussion group 
whi^ is to make effective decisions must be small, but miall 
societies easily breed a spirit of them own — a sort of group- 
consciousness which resents criticism from outside and 
easily becomes exclusive. This is true even m the non- 
pohtical democratic societies where, for reasons which we 
p ^nll discuss later, devotion to the purpose of the society 
can be more taken for granted than it can in pohtics. 
President Shot supplemented his statement of the ideal 
discussion group for the government of a umversity by 
T ^M-gfiTig that such a group needs to have its decisions 
reviewed by a wider body representing more directly all 
concerned m the University. The natural exclusiveness of 
a small group-will always tend to produce ‘the never- 

ending audacity of elected peraons’. 

If this 18 true of such societies, imagme what demo- 
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cratic political government would be like if all its repre- 
sentative assemblies were not made m some way con- 
tmually subject to public opinion and the light of pub- 
hcity— what openmgs there would be for mre-pullmg and 
log-rollmg We do not mdeed need to imagine such a 
hypothetical case Can we not see m actual fact how con- 
tinually there is a confkct between group mterests and the 
community as a whole ; how even orgamzations which exist 
to promote ends serviceable to the commumty — churches, 
for example, may easily press their special pomt of view or 
their special mtoests as orgamzations agamst the mterests 
of the commumty as a whole? The most effective and 
creative discussion comes from a group who know each other 
mtimately and can therefore discuss informally and with 
ease An immense amount of the most useful work m society 
is done by such mformal circles. But their mformal and 
unseen power, if perverted, can be tembly insidious. The 
political influence of all these sociehes which exist for the 
furtherance of this or that pubhc cause is not without its 
dangers, good on the whole as it is. Religious and semi- 
rehgious organizations have a tendency to identify the 
Kmgdom of God with the progress of their own particular 
creed or nostrum, and when they do that they have a way 
of domg things m the name of that sacred cause which no 
ordmary decent person would do m the pursuit of his own 
interests. 


These are evils mddent to all representaUve democracy. 
But pohtical representative democracy has special dangers 
of its own Pohtical government imphes power backed by 
compulsion, and there are always macommumty individuals 
and mterests eager to capture that power and pervert it to 
pnvate ends Remove a representative assembly from the 
constant watchfulness of pubhc opmion, and it will be 
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remarkable if it escapes comiphon. It has been said that 
one of the advantages of Parliamoitary over Presidential 
government is that because m Parliamentary government 
debates in Parliament may mean the fall of the govern- 
ment they are followed with more interest by the general 
public and therefore go on under the constant criticism of 
pubhc opinion more than do the debates of a representative 
assembly under Presidential government. Whether that is 
true or not» I am not concerned to discuss, though I think 
it is. 1 wish only to note the assumption that underlies the 
argument — ^that it is of paramount importance to the health 
of a representative assembly that public opinion should be 
focussed on its doing^. We must have real discussion, and 
we must insist therefore that our representative assemblies 
shall be so constituted, and have such a procedure, that real 
discussion is possible in them. But that discussion is to take 
place, if possible, with the invisible pubhc listening; and the 
function of a general election is not simply to choose repre- 
sentatives but to express the approval or disapproval of the 


general public on the domgs of the representative assemniy. 
Of course, in a healthy and educated democracy, discussion, 
as we have already said, will not be confined to the discus- 
sions of the representative assembly. The discussion of the 
assembly will define issues. Profitable discussion in even 
the smallest group, as we all know, needs a chairman to 
define issues and focus attention on the points where dis- 
cussion will be profitable. In a healthy demo^cy the dis- 
cussions of the representative assembly will as it were act as 
chairman for the multifarious informal discussion of the 
nation as a whole, and the measure of the successful working 
ot democracy i» the extent to which the votog of tto 

oriinary man and woman has been informed hy this mdely 

diffused public discussion. 
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But when all this is said, the importance of votmg, of 
taking part m the decision, saying Yes or No on the broad 
issues formulated by the representative assembly, remams. 
However strongly we may hold that discussion rather than 
consent is the thmg most worth havmg in democracy, we 
know this to be the case It was no answer to the advocates 
of female suffrage that women could take part m pohtical 
discussion as well as men, and therefore could without the 
vote already make their contribution It was demanded that 
their discussion and influence should have behmd it the 
power of the vote, and that that was a real demand was 
umversally recogmzed The doctnne of 'virtual representa- 
bon* has always been seen to be as a subterfuge. 

When then does the process of countmg heads add to 
government by discussion? 

Before we ^ to answer that question, let us stop for a 
moment and consider where the argument has taken us We 
saw m the last lecture tha t goyCTnment by consent if 
strictly, 18 m^musJJae-anjlicaion: that it is an entire mis- 
take to suppose that Jhe ie exists at any moment a r eady- 
made of the people We have only to examme the work- 
mg of a small democratic society to see that. The process of 
discovermg what may be called the will of the society is a 
process of making it, and to that process discussion is 
essenUal We saw also that if the advocates of c^^ftake 
a lower ground, and agree that all constructive and 
proposals must come from the few who form the govermnent, 
but m^tam that it is the essence of democratic govermnent 
^t those proposals should be subimtted to the people for 
thw assent or dissent; that under these drcumstances- 
wttout the QbBck which only an organized opposition can 
afford-^^t can be manufactured. Government by 
plebiscite IS successful Gaesansi. m have seen further 
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that the jpuipose of representative government is to main- 
tarn and preserve different points of view, m order to make 
effective discussion possible that it is democratic in so 
far as it recognized that every one, just because they have 
their own life to lead, has something special and distinctive 
to contribute, but that it gets over the impossibility of large 
scale discussion by dividmg the unifymg of differences 
through discussion mto several stages. But we recognized 
that this belief that every one has somethmg to contribute 
does not mean that what every one has to say is of equal 
value. It assumes that if tiie discussion is good enough the 
proper value of each contribution will be brought out m the 
discussion. We have agreed lastly that unless this discussion 


is open to the breath of pubhc criticism, the discussion group 
may pursue selfish aims or be corrupted. 

Now all this process of discussion is, however comphcated 
and arranged for, a natural process— grounded m the facts 
of human nature. In comparison, is there not somethmg 
cunously artificial about votmg? The purpose of discussion 
IS to achieve a real umty of purpose out of differences. The 


principle of votmg says that all are to count alike Demo- 
cratic mstmct has always rejected, and surely nghtly, 
schemes to differentiate voters— to give men more votes 
because they are richer or better educated than other people. 
There have of course been many attempts m modem demo- 
cratic governments to weight votes; but such proposals or 
enactments have ordmanly, and I think justly, been held 
to be undemocratic. The democratic opponents of such 
devices would say that they do not deny the differmce 
between men’s political capacities, but would mamtam that 
wealth or wisdom or leadership will have their natural effect 
m the discussion that precedes the voting, ^d no doubt 
therefore on the voting. But m the voting itself, they would 
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zoamtam, each is to count for one and no one for more than 
one. Votes are not really all of equal value, but they are all 
to be counted as equal. That is the real paradox of demo- 
cratic government which continually provokes the scorn of 
non-democratic cntics, and yet it is, 1 think, a paradox 
which the democrat must somehow defend at all costs 
In the second place, the prmmple of votmg rests on the 
convention that what commands the assent of the majoniy 
of voters (either a bare majority or some specified majority 
of voters) shall be deemed to be the decision of the whole. 
That agam is somethmg conventional which needs justi- 
ficahon. 

We shall best approach this question, I beheve, by gomg 
back to our simple small democracy. There what strikes us 
IS that m a sufficiently small democratic group which is 
working well there is often very httle votmg. The part else- 
where played by votmg is there played by what is called the 
sense of the meetmg Let us ask ourselves what that part is. 
You may have in the small rehgious democracy a meeting 
m which only a few take part m discussion There can never 
be many takmg part m a profitable discussion. But wh^ 
thmgs are gomg right, that discussion is dommated and 
controlled by the sense of the meetmg. What that for 

the purposes of democracy is this. The creativeness of dis- 
cussion assumes a common purpose aniTnafang who 
takepartmit. They are trying to find somethmg out. They 
are asking what the purpose of their commumty requires 
And though a society may have purposes which can be 
judged by an external standard, the purpose of a 
rehgious community--or for that matter the purpose of an 
educational commumty like a college— is only realizable and 
comprehensible in terms of common life, common activity 
common expenence, somethmg (however descnbed) which 
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can only be known from innde. These purposes have of 
course other aspects which can he known and studied from 
without and which may he therefore mattem for experts. 
But though such experts speak with the tongues of men and 
of angelSj though they have the gift of prophecy and under* 
stand all mysteries and all knowledge . . . and have not 
love — are not subdued and dozxunated by the purpose of the 
community as it is realized in its common hfe and activities 
— ^then, as the apostle says, they are nothing. The moment 
that those discussing begin to play for theur own hands, or 
try to enforce their own personal will, the purpose of ihe dis- 
cussion is lost. The sense of the meeting, when it is effective, 
ensures that the discussion shall serve and be controlled by 
the common purpose. To that end every one contributes, 
and the contribution of all is necessary. 

Jn such a meetmg voting is usually unnecessary, but it is 
wanted when anything goes wrong. If a too dominant chair- 
man or a dominant group try to force their will on the meet- 
ing, the only remedy is to vote, and the equality of the votmg 
is based on the fact of the equality described above — ^the 


equahty of sharing m the common purpose of the society. 

Of course votmg is also used much more often for purposes 
of convenience. TVhen there is not time or possib±ty of 
resolving differences, when the one creative proposal which 
would all differences has not been discovered, and we 
have to choose between more or less satisfactory proposals, 


the necessity for acting in this world will not wait on our 
finding the enfarely satisfactory solution which would resolve 
all our differences. We have to act, and to act promptly with 
what light we have, and action is decisive. Therefore we 
have to have a rough and ready way of deciding between 
such alternatives as have presented themselves. Equal 
counting of heads and agreement to abide by the majority 
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vote are rough and ready means of getting a second best 
decision. 

There is a special land of majority rule, very important 
in pohUcs, which is worth notmg and helps to elucidate the 
pomt I am makmg, and that is the rule of a majority party 
There may he differences withm a conunumty which cannot 
be resolved by discussion hut only by action. The necessary 
mamtamu^ and oi^anizmg of opposition may and often 
does set up differences too sharply held to be reconciled. 
' It IS the business of an opposition to oppose,* as the maxim 
says But these differences may be and often are reconciled 
by giving each party a turn to carry out its pohcy. Then it 
IS found that for all the fire with which the opposition 
opposed each and every clause of a government's bill, they 
do not reverse it all when they get the chance. Good repre- 
sentative government, as we all recogmze, needs not only a 
strong opposition. It needs also that the opposition should 
he an alternative government. In the alternation m power 
of pohUcal parfaes there is often worked out m practical 
dialectic what discussion could not discover. 

The theory bdiind the whole procedure is that we are 


to find out what the purpose of the community requires, 
that of Vud the ordmary member of the commumty is as 
good a judge as any one else, provided (and the proviso is, 
as we shall see, of enormous importance)-~provided that he 
understands what the proposals between which he is judgmg 
^y amount to. Rousseau is often supposed to have said 
that ihe general will 18 always nght. He did not. He said it 
ws dways honest What he was msistmg on was the power 
of the ordmary man to judge of fair play, of honesty, of 
^ the epint o« the conJLy. ft i/fc 

"Oise which the oidiiiery man can cmtnbute aad to which 
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the e3q)ert, absorbed as be naturally is in his own solution 
and in his special contribution, often fails to contribute. 

It seems a far cry from a small rehgious meeting to the 
government of a country. Gan we really maintain that there 
IS anythmg in national politics in the least corresponding to 
the sense of the meeting, and that votmg on national issues 
or at general elections is m any sense a rough and ready way 
of taking the sense of the meetmg? 

This question cannot really be answered properly till we 
have tned to answer the question which, as Plato would say, 
has kept raismg its head all through these last two lectures— 
what IS the difference between the purpose and nature of a 
political society or a state, and of such non-pohtical societies 
as we have mostly been discussmg? We dehberately post- 
poned that question m order to concentrate on the problems 
created for all democratic societies alike by the size of the 
community. We may perhaps agree that m large scale 
non-pohtical democratic societies the problems created by 
largeness of scale can be more or less satisfactorily solved if 
we go about it in the right way . if we get discussion and vot- 
ing into their proper relations and contnve to keep what 
people call *the spirit of the movement* akve and dominat- 
mg. Such a consummation entails a vast deal of dull sitting 
in committees and attention to routine and all the rest of 
it, but it is possible and well worth while. 

But pohtical democracy seems mcredibly far from any 
such ideal It seems obsessed by all kmds of evils of its own. 

So pervasive and ineradicable do these evils seem to be that 
it may appear just absurd to attempt to apply a term like 
'the sense of the meeting’ to political democracy 
There obviously is something pecuhar about the state 
which we shall try to clear up in the next lecture, but we may 
note now one or two empincal facts which suggest that our 
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procedure of trymg to understand pohhcal democracy by 
tbe study of non-pohtical democratic societies is not beside 
the mark 

It IS a commonplace that successful political democracy 
on a large scale implies somethmg we call nationality. There 
has been endless discussion on what constitutes nationality, 
on the forces which produce or weaken it, and on the evils of 
excessive nahonahsm With such questions I am not con- 
cerned Nationality, however produced, is a sense of belong* 
mg together, mvolving a readiness on thepartof themembers 
of a state to subordmate their differences to it It involves 
somethmg more It has a connexion with the notion of a 
distinctive culture — some sort of rough ideal of the kmd 
of common hfe for which the community stands, which 
always exists m people's mmda as a rough cntidsm by which 
pohtical proposals are to be judged This at least is clear, 
that where such common imderstandmg and sense of belong- 
ing together either does not exist or is overshadowed by 
other differences, successful democracy is not really possible. 
If men’s sense of economic cleavage is greater than their 
sense of common nationahty, if rdigious or social or race or 
colour cleavages are too strong, if there are permanent social 
mmonties, a healthy democracy is so far impossihle Voting 
m pohtical democracy is successful m so far as the ordmary 
voter can be rehed on to insist on fair play between the 
different sections and mterests m the cximmurnty, or m so 
far as the right of a minority to turn itself mto a majority 
is a real and effective nght , if these conditions do not exist, 
voting 18 only a process of counting heads to save the trouble 
of breaking them. Representative pohtical democracy m- 
volves difference and opposition, but only such difference 
and opposition as can, as m the discussion m the 
religious society, be subordinated to and controlled by the 


D 
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^spirit of the whole. It is most interestmg to observe bow 
Turkey and China in their effort to become states on the 
Western model have had deliberately to begin by creatmg 
a sense of nationality. They begin mdeed by trying to make 
the spirit of umty so strong that it does not admit of dif- 
ferences. They cannot become democratic states until 
differences are recogmzed and mamtamed alongside of the 
umty: but the feeling of umty which nationalism strives to 
create is the mdispensable beginning. 

These facts suggest that there is somethmg about political 
democracy, which plays a part analogous to that played 
in non-political societies by the sense of the meetmg or the 
spirit of the movement. But it is also clear that the purpose 
uf a pohtical society is so different from that, say, of a 
reffgious orgamzation, that we cannot get much further 
until we examine the specific nature of a pohtical organiza- 
tion and its purpose. 



LECTURE IV 


W E are to ask ourselves m this lecture how far the 
obvious differences between pohtical democracy and 
the much more satisfactory democracy of non-political 
associabons are the result of the distmctive purpose and 
nature of pohtical oi^anization Somethmg other than the 
difference m scale between the simple democracy of the 
congregation and the modem state is needed to account for 
some at least of the evils and failures of pohtical democracy 
Non-pohtical democratic societies feel the difficulties m- 
volved m applymg on a larger scale the experience of the 
small society, but they seem on the whole able to surmount 
these difficulties with comparative success — certamly with 
muchmore successthanisreahzedbypohticaldemocracy. Is 
it possible that the anti-democrats are right when they say 
that the failures of pohtical dmnocracy are the result of men 
actmg on the fundamental fallacy that pohtical government 

can be anythmghkethegovemmentofanon-pohtical society? 

We shall probably get most hght on the distmctive nature 
of pohtics and the relevance of that for democratic problems 
if we start by considermg some of the obvious differences m 
workmg and results between pohtical democracy and the 
democracy of non-pohtical associations I shall try to formu- 
late some of the dissatisfactions which must have been 
gathermg m the reader’s mmd as he read the last lecture 
We should probably begm by saymg that in actual fact 
pohfaM tends to be a dirty busmess. There is always a 
terrible gulf between the fine and elevatmg theones about 
democracy which we read m books on pohbcal theory and 
tte actual facte of pohtics In actual fact m pohtics men are 
obinously very much more ‘on the make’ than m the non- 

of sociehes Politics seems to be a sphere 

conteadmg mtorwu, ol mm trymg to get l>y poLcal 
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means what they cannot get by their own efforts It is the 
scene of a constant struggle for power. No doubt the desire 
for power is a fundamental fact in human nature and is 
evident in churches and universities as well as in politics. 
All kinds of societies suffer from the masterful and ambitious 
man. But the desire for influence and esteem is compara- 
tively simple and harmless m non-political societies, for the 
reason that m them power and influence are their own 
reward. The power which men acquire m non-pohtical 
societies is on the whole just Uieir influence. But, as Wash- 
ington said, influence is not government In politics there is 
a sharp distinction between men’s influence as persons and 
the official power which they acquire when by means of that 
influence or m other ways they obtain office When they are 
in office, they have behmd them a sometiiing called the 
power of the state. That is something for which men strive 
as they do not ordmanly stnve for power m a non-political 
association, because it is not only its own reward. The power 
men acquire m a church is after all power exercised in the 
service of the church The power men acquire in political 
office may be turned to the mterests of the office holder or 
his friends The reason for this difference is of course that 
the state is a centre of organized force. Government has 
always behmd it more force than men would at any moment 
give it if they were moved only by persuasion or by their 
conviction of the soundness of the government’s policy. The 
possibility of the perversion of that official power, the neces- 
sity of controlling it in the mterests of the community as a 
whole, are so decisive in the workmg of political democracy 
that any attempt to make the government of non-political 
associations a model for the state is sure to be misleading. 

No one, for example, would ever have said from a study“of 
non-pohtical democratic societies that government by con- 
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sent was the essence of democracy For m a non-political 
society consent is more or less automatic. If you do not like 
what a church does you can leave it. You need notnowadays 
belong to it unless you please The power of non-democratic 
busmess orgamzations when they are not monopolistic is 
lumted by the fact that we can refuse to buy their wares 
We cannot so boycott the state , we have m taxes to pay for 
its wares whether we like them or not; we have to submit 
to its orders and rules or suffer. The doctrme that democracy 
IS government by the consent of the governed means simply 
that the mam thmg to be done in politics is to give political 
societies a httle of that freedom which the non-poktical 
societies get for nothing. So great is the sum with which it 
has to purchase that freedom that it has no money left for 
the luxunes of refined democracy m which associahons like 
churches which are bom free may well mdulge. The discus- 
sions on the methods by which non-polihcal societies achieve 
the truest spint of democracy are as futile and irrelevant m 
pohtics as would be a lecture on the respective advantages 
of spendmg money on a Rolls Boyce or first editions to men 
engaged m a struggle for the bare necessities of life 
That IS the first objection The orgamzed force which is 
the ^tmctive mark of the state so alt^ the nature of 
pohtical problems as to make any analogy between demo- 
cracy m pohtics and m non-pohtical societies only TniaigaAmg 
In the second place, it might well be objected that for all 
that has been said m favour of discussion the fruitfulness of 
discussion has very stnct limits This objection may be put 
in different ways 

There would seem to be some kmds of knowledge to which 

counts for 

There are a great many thmgs which a government has to 
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do which are hardly matters for discussion at all. They are 
affairs for experts. They require a knowledge which is 
mainly acquired by familianty with and expenence of a 
particular class of problems. This is a famihar distinction m 
all societies. We all of us know how we have to say from 
time to time m committees, * What is the use of our discuss- 
ing this question? We have not got the knowledge which 
should fonn the basis of discussion.* It is the mark of a good 
chairman to distinguish executive detail from questions of 
principle, to put before his committee or meetmg the prin- 
ciples imphed m alternative proposals, and not to waste 
their time and temper m the discussion of executive detail. 
If this distmction between ^ecutive detail and questions of 
prmciple is true of all societies, it is especially true of pohtics. 
An immense deal of what a modem government does is as 
we say a matter of business or of efficient administration. It 
is work which not only cannot be done by a large collection 
of people, but cannot be done by ordmary people at all, 
however few they may be. It is work which needs special 
plfill and special traming, and about that there is no doubt. 
The democratic theory that the functions of government 
can all be earned on by any average citizen has done im- 
mense harm. It was the basis of the Spoils System in Ameri- 
can politics. In its name mefSciency and ignorance have 
been tolerated m pohtics as they would never be tolerated 
in busmess. The distrast of the expert and the unwiUmgness 
to pay properly for expert services are contmually apparent 
in trade umonism, and the same distrust has vitiated most 
attempts to build up a system of co-operative production. 
Political democracy, it is now agreed, reqmres an expert 
civil service, and that civil service cannot be effective unless, 
as we say, it is somehow taken out of poUtics. 

What is fundamentally the same objection may be put in 
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another -way, which is perhaps more suggestive. We have 
been arguing that most di^usionment with democracy 
comes from the contrast of pohtical democracy with the 
simple democracy of the small society. Might it not be 
argued that it comes as much from men’s contrast of the 
meffiaency of pohtical government with the efiiciency of 
busmess administration? It is mdeed remarkable how, all 
through the nmeteenth century, as democracy became more 
andmoretnumphantmpolitics, there wasbeing developed at 
the same tune a form of organization which was the opposite 
of democracy, or, at any rate, very different from it, and in 
some ways this new form of ^vemment seems to have been 
much more successful than democracy. Big busmess orgam- 
zation has over-passed the boundanes of pohtical society 
and produced world wide organizations with comparative 
ease, while it has taken a world war to produce an mtef- 
national pohhical organization even as comparatively in- 
effective as the League of Nations We are often told 
nowadays that power has already passed mto the hands of 
the large busmess oigamzations. It is tiiey who really govern 
the world and all that democratic pohtical organization 
do is to register or perhaps hamper shghtly their decisions. 
If you want to get thmgs done m the world, we are told, get 
power m business admmistrataon. If you only want to talk 
about gettmg them done, go mto pohtics. A recent writer 
has elaborated this theme m a book with a significant 
title, The Passing of Polities, The old pohtical order, it is 
admitted, has not yet entirely passed away. It still presents 
a pretentious facade to the pubhc. It still makes some show 
of power and it can still help or hmder the real wielders of 
power enough for them to have to pay some attention to it, 
but its power is passmg away and we shall soon all recoamze 
what a sham it has become. 
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It 18 interesting to observe the comparative atrophy m 
business of its one democratic element, the meetmg of stock- 
holders. The orgamzation of a jomt stock company may 
have an appearance of democracy, especially where the stock 
is not held in large blocks, but is widely distributed. Recent 
wnters have made much of the argument that capitalism 
has lai^ely changed its character because stocks are so 
widely held that the ordinary workmg man is himself a 
capitahst. But joint stock compames are not more than 
nominally democracies Theirmeetings of stock-holders have 
little power, and the atrophy of the stock-holders* meetmg 
suggests that the democratic element m jomt stock com- 
panies has proved melHcient, that the meetmg of stock- 
holders has very httle effect on the workmg of a company, 
and that what effect it has is bad. 

Of course there is another side to all this There is a great 
school of thought which argues that we shall never get rid 
of industrial unrest until we have somehow democratized 
industry. But the extraordmary growth of non-democratic 
busmess organizations is at least a prima facie argument 
against democracy. Modem busmess orgamzation depends 
on specialization, and is not democracy m some sense the 
WATiigf of speciahzation ? Is there no meaning in the demand 
of which we hear so much for a busmess admimstration 
in government , must we not admit that there must be 
someihing in a demand so insistent Should we not ask rather 
whether there is anythmg to be said against it? 

The objection may be put m yet another way. Modem 
democracy came, we have said, from the Independents, the 
Anabaptists, and the Quakers, the Protestant sects who 
believed m one form or other m the doctrme of the Inner 
Tjsht but these sects tended to be Quietist enough to assert 
that religion is not really concerned with the things of this 
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world, certainly not with more than the conscience of the 
mdividual When the Inner Light tells some people how 
other people should act or should be made to act, it is apt 
to be regarded as a nuisance ‘The pnnciple of the Inward 
Light’, said Dr Johnson, ' to which some Methodists pretend, 
IS totally incompatible with political and social security.' 
It looks as though democratic discussion could be valuable 
in one of two sets of ciicumstances , either m a very simple 
society where the problems discussed are problems with 
which all men have some familiarity and to the solution of 
which therefore their special experience can make a special 
contnbution, or in religious societies where men are not 
concerned with everyday problems at all but with sharmg 
with one another the message of God to their mdividual 
souls Pohtics as we know it is, m contrast with these two 
spheres, occupied with thmgs of the middle distance. In 
politics we are concerned with practical deahngs with other 
men, but with other men with whom we do not stand m 
personal relations and about whom we know little or 


nothmg We think of them fay means of what Mr Walter 
Lippmann calls stereotypes, formulas and abstractions with 
very little reahty about thooi In the last lecture we were 


discussmg the difficulties arismg from the growth m the 
numbers of those who should take part in discussion But is 
not the real difficulty m democratic politics that the subjects 
of discussion, the matters with which the modem state has 
to deal, have far outgrown the mdividual’s knowledge and 
consciousness, so that m most matters which he is to 
deade he is not and cannot be informed enough to have any 
real opinion, and so can makeno real contribution? AristoUe 
toi^ ago m discussmg the nature of deliberation said it was 
not posable for a Greek to deliberate how the Scythians 
should be governed It is just as impossible for us to 
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deliberate in any real sense of the word about the govern- 
ment of present day Scythia, but our government, for which 
we are responsible, has got to take some attitude towards the 
present government of Russia. Is not the voter, and mdeed 
the legislator, in modem democracy continually being asked 
nowadays to choose between two alternatives neither of 
which he understands? 

We'hear a great deal m recent sociological writing about 
the irrationality of human nature. Why is it that it has been 
left to modem psychology to make this portentous dis- 
covery that man is not a rational animal? Is not the ex- 
planation that he is as rational as he ever was, and he goes 
on displaying his rationahty wherever he is dealing with 
problems which are withm his grasp and his knowledge, but 
that modem democracy is contmually askmg him to decide 
upon problems which are qmte outside his knowledge, 
which he is, therefore, bound to decide on irrational grounds ? 

Or again, it may be objected that Uie suggestion made at 
the end of the last lecture that nationahty plays in pohtics 
the part which is played in the tmy democracy by the sense 
of the meeting arouses some disquieting reflections. In face 
of the facts, m face of the persistent danger of nationalism 
to the peace of the world, is it really possible to suggest that 
nationahsm is but the distemper or measles of nationahty; 
it has to be, but it is got over and will then settle down mto 
a sober and rational thmg called nationality’ Must we not 
admit that the difficulty is that the state does not seem as 
such to have that lively acceptance of its common purpose 
which can on the whole be found in other associations’ 
Churches are voluntary organizations and therefore pre- 
sumably, if people take no interest or do not beheve m 
their purpose they need not belong to them or may leave 
them They may therefore take for granted that aU their 
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members believe in that purpose and are animated by a 
collective spint. Pobtical oi^anizations are, as vre Jiave seen, 
compulsory and have to apply to all who hve m a given 
temtory, whatever their feehngs or purposes may be. One 
of the outstandmg difficulties m pohtics is the general 
mdiiference of the great mass of the voters. The ordmary 
man regards politics as a nuisance, something with which he 
would much rather have nothing to do, takmg part m which 
IS at best a disagreeable duty. Must we admit that in face 
of this general mdifference democracy is only possible if men 
are whipped up mto a state of unnatural and irrational 
excitement, that that is the only of emotional bond 
which can make men feel enough mterest m pohtics to make 
democracy m the least possible? Perhaps there is more 
method than we admitted m the second lecture m the ap- 
parent madness of these processes of producing mass en- 
thusiasm or collective drunkenness which characterizes so 
much m modem democracy. If there were no party conflicts 
and no mass meetings and no collective enthusiasm, should 
we not all be so bored with pohtics that we should not vote? 
And would not that mean, does it not mean that m that 
general mdifference those who have a genume mterest m 
pohtics, not for their or the pubhc health, but for what they 
can get out of it, get away with the spoils? Why does the 
press deal m scares and rows? Why does it seem to be like 
a little boy egging on a dog fight, except that scares and 
rows and clashes are news because they are exciting, and 
agreement and serious discussion and constructive proposals 
are not news because we find them comparatively bonng? 
And IS not the moral of all this that we can produce m 
poh^ somethmg correspondmg to the sense of the meeting 
at the expense of it not bemg sense, but nonsense and 
dangerous nonsense at that? And must we not go farther 
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and ask what is the use of our heing offered nahonahfy as 
a substitute for the sense of the mee ting when by this time 
our problems are international, when what we want more 
than anything else is a sense of world ci tizenshi p ? But what 
kmd of dnve for the ordmary voter is there behind the sense 
of world citizenship We could probably tram up an inter- 
, national civil service, a staff of tramed experts who would 
look at world problems from a world point of view. That is 
bemg already done m the Secretanat of the League of 
Nations at Geneva. What a refreshmg and line and alto- 
gether admirable attitude towards world problems do you 
not find there. What a contrast that is with the atmosphere 
pervadmg the debates on foreign pohcy in any pohtical 
assembly. Are not these experts and their sort the people to 
govern ^e world ? Would you not rather that your foreign 
affairs were governed from Wilhamstown than from Washmg- 
ton If we could get rid of this foohsh hehef m democracy 
and set our mmds on selectmg and trainmg a skilled profes- 
sional governmental service, should we not all he better off? 

These seem to me to be formidable objections. We may 
perhaps summanze them in tiie general statement that m 
our attempt to understand politics by the light of non- 
pohtical democracy we forgot that the state depends upon 
force and is therefore the scene of conflict for power ; that it 
is a compulsory organization that applies to every one and 
not only to those who, like the members of a rehgious oi> 
gamzation, are animated by a common spirit or puipose, 
and thirdly that the work it has got to do is of so complicated 
and techmcal a nature that it needs above all techmcal and 
expert knowledge, and that therefore the proper model for 
the state is not the democratic religious society but the 
non-democratic busmess organization. 

It will be dear, I think, that the main source of these 
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objections which we have been considering is the fact that 
the state for its purposes uses force or compulsion. It will be 
well therefore to consider a little what part the clement of 
force plays in the state and how greatly the presence of that 
distinguishes the state from other associations 
We are sometimes told that the state rests on force That 
IS not true It is, I think, true that the possession and use 
of orgamzed force is the distinctive mark of the state The 
state indeed insists on mamtaining a monopoly of such force. 
But its Tnnin purposc in doing so is to ensure that individuals 
and other orgamzations do not, as the saying goes, take the 
law i pt-o their own Vi gnda The use of the slate's force is to 
deny the use of force to individuals and organizations lUj 
settimg their disputes, or to msist that disputes should be 
settled by legal process Its business is to keep other 
organizations voluntary, to sec that they do depend upon 
consent A state which permits private warfare is not doing 
what it ought to do But this means that the organized force 
of the state is as it were a force to end the use of force and 
establish the rule of law, and the state possesses and uses 
organized force because most people m the state are deter- 
mmed that the rule of law shall prevail, are prepared to 
insist on a peaceful and constitutional settlement of dif- 
ferences So far then from the state's resting on force, the 
state’s organized force rests on men’s confidence in govern- 
ment and their belief m law. 

It IS also dear that the state can only enforce obedience 
to law if the laws are such that most people do not want to 
break them Let a state, however powerful, pass a law 
which the mass of the people do not respect or to which a 
considerable minonty violently object, and the enforcement 
of the law will be very difficult if not impossible There is no 
need to insist on that at the present time. 
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This is but to restate at greater length T. H. Green’s 
dictum that \nll, not force, is the basis of the state. But if 
that is true, if the existence of government rests on people’s 
confidence in it or sense of the need for it, if laws are en- 
forceable only if the people are behind them, why does the 
government need orgamzed force, why need laws be en- 
forced ? Is it not a paradox to say at the same time that will, 
not force, is the basis of the state, and that the possession of 
organized force is the distinctive mark of the state? The 
answer is that government and the organized force of govern- 
ment m the support of law are possible because most people 
give government their loyal and unforced support and 
because most people mosUg wish to obey the law. But the 
acts of government and laws have to apply to everybody all 
the time. Most people usually wish to obey the law. Every- 


body has to obey it always. An organized force is at the 
disposal of government behind the law because most people 
usually want to obey the law. It is necessary to fill up the 
margin between most people and everybody, between usually 


and always. 

Most of us would usually obey the law if there were no 


ganctin^g behind it, but most of us would occasionally break 


it and in these matters example is contagious. We most of 


us, for example, pay our taxes with comparative cheerfulness 
and from a sense of duty; but if we knew that taxpaying 
were left to a citizen’s sense of duty and that we had to pay 
flinti were our share because other citizens with 
less sense of duty than ourselves refused to pay, and that if 
we refused to pay, all that would happen would be that 
citizens with a still higher sense of duty than ourselves would 
have to bear the whole burden, we should all, to say the 
least of it, find our sense of duty considerably stramed ; and 
if we resisted the stram and went on paymg our taxes, 
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knowing that their steady increase was due to the fact that 
o&er peoplein increasingnunibarawere evading taxation, we 
ff hoi d d feel a great sense of injustice and should demand that 
all should be compelled to pay thdr share of taxation. The 
justification of force is that there are some thmgs which 
have got to be done by everybody or for everybody if they 
are to be done at all. The state is a compulsory orgamzation 
m the sense that it uses compulsion and force, because it is 
a compulsory oiganization m the other sense that its rules 
necessarily apply to all persons hvmg m a given terntory 
whether they want to support the state or not. 

We may see now that the existence of the mar^, or, as 
the economists would call it, *the lag,' between most people 
usually obeymg which makes government possible and all 
people always havmg to obey which makes force necessary, 
explams how the oigamzed force which a government uses 
may be perverted If most people did not have confidence 
m govenunent, there would be no government. But people's 
confidence m government is, so to speak, capitalized m the 
orgamzed force whidbi is at the government’s disposal, and 
a government can for a time hve on its capital or act in a 
way which does not increase or mamtam the people’s con- 
fidencem government If it goes on hvmg on its capital long 
enough, it will sufi^ the fate whuh usually follows on such 
behaviour. People will cease to obey it and then there will 
be a revolution Only very stupid governments bnng about 
revolution, but all governments hve on thmr capital from 
time to time , presummg on the fact that the great niai?s? of 
people will submit to a government behavmg in a way whuh 
they dislike or disapprove because they recognize that a bad 
government is better than no government, amt are not abl e 
or not prepared to make the effort necessary to malra that 
bad government a better government In the sama way 
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people adopt and support a certain form of government, a 
democratic constitution for example, because they expect it 
to produce the kind of governmental action and ^e kmd of 
laws of which they will approve. If it persistently fails to do 
this, the constitution will be changed; but even a good 
constitution will sometimes produce bad results and bad 
laws, and the bad laws will be acquiesced in for the sake of 
the general goodness of the constitution. If a government 
persistently and obstmately disregards the pubhc service or 
what people will stand, it w^ in time come to a bad end. But 
if it IS not unrighteous overmuch and exercises moderation 
in wickedness, it may flourish hke a green bay tree, unless 
its citizens have a high degree of public spirit and public 


vigilance 

All this IS a long way of saymg that no government, how- 
ever democratic, can be founded on consent, m the sense of 
particularized consent, and that any government, however 
undemocratic, is founded on consent m the sense of genera- 


lized consent, and the aim of a good constitution is to ensure 
that government should have the power to do what the 
country requires and yet should be mcapable of usmg that 
power for perverted ends. If we can get this idea of umversal 
consent out of our nunds and consider the matter as a 
practical problem, we shall see that there are roughly two 
ways of securing our aims We may either try to put m 
power persons who are not likely to abuse their power or we 
may take means to ensure that if they do abuse then power 
they shall be pulled up Both means are probably necessary, 
but for some reason the second device is usually supposed 
to be more democratic than the other Annual elections, 
checks and balances, and the recall and the referendum are 

^ce^ofttesecondsort. Butttisnow ItM.reco^ 
^ d you set up a gOTemment m which lueu will im- 
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mediately be hauled up if they do wrong, they may very 
easily he hauled up if they do ng^t and you will not get a 
government capable of domg anything at all The cry for 
annual Parliaments has ceased to be a democratic slogan. 
The British people had the pnvilege of havmg two general 
elections in one year lately and their vote on the second 
occasion was largely influenced by their determmation that 
sudi a thing should not happen agam. Somehow we must 
manage to get a government which is more likely than not 
to do what will be approved How is that done? Parlia- 
mentary and Presidential government represent two dif- 
ferent ways of handlmg the problem. The Parhamentary 
solution IS to have only one lot of people— the representa- 
tives-^lectcd, and to make all the other holders of offlce, 
the executive, the civil service, and the judiciary responsible 
to them; the Presidential plan is to have direct election of 
the different holders of offlce and to determme their relations 
to one another by a constitution. 1 do not wish to discuss 
the respective ments of these two plans, bub to notice that 
the advantages and disadvantages of popular election vary 
very much with the work which the different kmds of 
officials have to do, and to insist that we should face 
this honestly. We should recognize that govemtnent 
18 there to carry out the purpose of the community, that 
it must he made both sensitive to that purpose and 
efficient, and we shall thus find that, its purpose being 
complex, it needs different kmds of servants, a nd there 
may be different ways of appointmg them which will all 
be equally democrafac if they fulfil the two conditions 
of sensitiveness and efficiency That and not pedanUc 
unifomity is what democracy demands Every one 
would agree that m a democracy representatives should 
e e ec , that there must be an organ of government 


B 
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necessarily in touch with and responsive to the wishes and 
experiences of the ordinary person. Both systems agree 
m thinking that the executive should also be either by 
direct election or by immediate responsibility to directly 
elected persons sensitive to pubhc opinion. Both systems, 
on the other hand, now agree that there should be a per- 
manent civil service, that it should not be directly elected 
but chosen for professional and technical service Its concern 
is with means and not with rads. Its business is to put at the 
disposal of the policy determining organ exact and impartial 
knowledge, and expert service. The expert civil servant is 
indispensable, but indispensable as a servant, not as a master 
of policy. There is no such agreement as to how judges 
ought to he appointed, but it would probably be agreed that 
there are great disadvantages in making judges too directly 
sensitive to public opinion, and they can, it is clear, be 
kept from abusing their power by quite different means. 
The judge is kept from imposing his personal will by the 
fact that he has to interpret the law, and his whole training, 
his professional honour, and the public opimon of his profes- 
sion in akft him the servant of the law.' These sanctions are 
likely to make him a much better judge, a much better 
servant of the purpose of the commimity than are the more 
democratic devices of direct popular election and a short 
term of office. 

The moral of all this surely is that in a democratic govern- 
ment we need compulsion in order to carry out the purpose 
of the state, that the purpose of that compulsion is to insist 
on a lei^al and constitutional method of settlement of 
differences and rivalries withm the community, and that 
the problem of how to keep governmental power from being 
perverted to private ends can be and is solved in different 

ways. 
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The attempt to make consent to the acts of government os 
particularized as possible by universal popular election and 
a short term of office for all officials has clearly broken down 
when apphed to the skilled civil service and is felt to have 
great dis advantages when apphed to judges But the uni- 
versal agreement that law making assemblies should be 
popularly elected imphes a behef that the purpose of govern- 
ment is such that it not only needs skilled and efficient 
instruments but persons peculiarly sensible to and under- 
standmg of the hves and problems and opmions of the 
ordmary members of the community. 

If this 18 nght, we may, 1 thmk, maintain that our first 
mam objection is answered. The fact that the purpose of the 
state needs force behmd it makes pohtical government more 
complicated than is the government of a non-pohtical 
association. It introduces new dangers against which pre- 
cautions have to be taken , but those precautions are all to 
ensure that force is the servant and not the master of 
pohtics, that the state should not be just the confiict of 
forces, but the means of achieving a purpose in w hich special 
skill and knowledge and leadership are subordmated to a 
purpose, the proper understandmg and direction of which 
needs understandmg of the aim and purposes of the ordinary 
members of the community But that is surely in principle 
what characterized the purpose of the non-political associa- 
tion. Let us see now whether our gemmation of the other 
objections will give a different result. 



LECTURE V 


T he second objection which was formulated m the last 
lecture was concerned with the limits of fruitful dis- 
cussion. To one of the forms m which it was put the end 
of the last lecture has already suggested an answer. It is 
clear that some of the knowledge reqmred in government is 
of a kind not gained by discussion but by special skill and 
study. Government cannot get on without eiqperts, and 
‘popular election is not the best way of choosmg experts 
Most men would agree that democratic government cannot 
hope to be efficient without a permanrat skilled civil service, 
and that that civil service should be out of politics. The 
ordmary means of achieving that result is to have the 
responsible heads of departments not experts but laymen— 
politicians, in the good sense of that much-abused term. 
They are responsible for the acts of their expert subordi- 
nates, either to the legislative assembly on the Parliamentary 
system or to the head of the executive on the Presidential 
For our purpose it is important to note that while no one 
wants the civil service to be as sensitive Co public opmion as 
the representative ought to be, there are disadvantages in 
a civil service bemg too insensitive to pubhc opmion. Civil 
servants have got to be impartial — ^to be able to serve this 
or that policy determined by their political chiefs, and yet 
have understanding of and sympathy with the ordmary hfe 
of the people. Otherwise they may easily become a bureau- 
cracy The vanous ways in which this sensitiveness of the 
second degree, as we may call it, can be achieved need not 
concern us. The fact that question time in the House of 
Commons has been called the comer-stone of British liberties 
mav suggest the sort of answer that might be given to that 
Mblem The important point for the theory of democracy 
fs that this sensitiveness is required. For it will put us m the 
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way to answer the second form of the objection we are 
considenn§f— the suggestion that the propei model for 
government is not the reli^ous democratic society but the 
undemocratic busmess organization. 

We had the beginnings of an answer to that objection in 
the last lecture, when we noticed that the pubhc have usually 
this automatic check on business oiganizations— that they 
need not buy their goods That of course is not always true 
But It IS mteresting to observe that our satisfaction wiUi 
business in preference to democratic organization has always 
waned when the business oigamzation becomes monopolis- 
tic. Then the uncontrolled government of the business 
orgamzation is the last thing we want. As the growth of 
large scale organization m mdustry has made much business 
semi-monopolistic, the necessity of the regulation of mdustry 
by the democratic state has become more and more taken 
for granted There is still great difference of opmion as to 
the proper extent and methods of that regulation, but 
general agreement that m so far as industry or business 
becomes monopolistic, in so far it has to be regulated in the 
public mterest. 

Business organization was formerly allowed to develop 
almost entirely mdependenUy of political control, because 
it was not regarded as a form of government at all For 
under a perfect system of free exchange the economic 
system might be and was reguded as concerned simply with 
the satisfaction of wants It was not concerned with why 
mdividuals wanted what they did, or whether they ought 
to want different things that was the busmess of morality 
Nor was it concerned with seeing that the effective demand 
of individuals was equal tiiat was the concern of politics 
Economic organization took wants and effective demand for 
granted and mcreased supply and satisfaction It left 
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individuals and their wants where it found them It did not 
control or govern people at all— only made satisfaction of 
wants immensely more effective. It was to be an instrument 
and nothing but an instrument, and its watchword was 
efficiency. 

That is the theoretical social justification of laisse^faire, 
and if the facts were any thmg like the theory (or so far as the’ 
facts are like the theory) it is a sound justification. But 
these neat and clear-cut distmctions of means and ends, 
instruments and purposes, usually break down in practice. 
Man has a way of becoming enslaved to his own mstruments, 
and of getting so occupied with the means of life that he 
forgets the end. This great economic instrument of modern 
life did not by any means leave society where it found it, 
only making it more efficient. It profoundly transfonned its 
whole structure. It does not snnply take wants for granted. 
It spends much of its time m stimulatmg wants. Further- 
more and above all, it found that the disciplme and or- 
ganization of men by men was a potent instrument of 
production ; and its structure became somethmg very dif- 
ferent from a free exchange of services. 

But as it became gradually clear that these things were 
happening, that the economic instrument was becoming the 
master of society, a persistent demand arose that the eco- 
nomic mstrument should be consciously controlled by society 
in so far as it was not automatically controlled by all the 
individuals constitutrag society. That is the principle behmd 
the regulation of economic organization by the state. As it 
became clear that the structure of busmess organization was 
e ftTPing to involve government, the demand arose that that 
eover^ent should not be despotic but democratic. The 
Lie solution of the problem of the government of mdustry 
has not yet been discovered. It is in process of bemg worked 
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out But we can say that it is becoming more and more of a 


sible to the democrabc state, and that its internal constitu- 
tion has got to become and is becoming more democratic. 

But to admit all this is only to repeat a point made in the 
last lecture—that political democracy is necessary to give 
monopohstic and compulsory associations something coi re- 
sponding to the freedom which all voluntary associations 
enjoy automatically Is not that exactly what the above 
argument implies^ In so far as business and economic 
organization can remain really on a basis of consent and free 
contract, in so far no government or democratic control is 
necessary. In so far as it becomes monopohstic and com- 
pulsory, some element of public consent becomes necessary 
to replace the private consent which has disappeared. There 
13 need for some democratic machinery to keep the eHicient 
expert straight, to keep him as an mstrument and not as a 
master As we said m discussing the place of voting in the 
public meetmg, votmg is wanted when things go wrong, and 
the possibility of voting to prevent things from gomg wrong 
But, it may be asked, how is this relevant to the objec- 
tion as to the limits of fruitful discussion‘s Of course 
discussion and criticism are important m business as they 
are elsewhere, but only the discussion and criticism of men 
who, if not techmcians, are business experts The ordinary 
man does not want to have bis economic wants settled 
by discussion. He desires to have his power of individual 
demand — ^his private consent — safeguarded. Does not this 
suggest that we want efficient specialists checked by 
a stockholders’ meebng enlaiged to mclude not only stock- 
holders but representabves of the general public and of 
employees’ The model for democrabc organizabon will 
not be business organization as it exists at present, but 
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rather that type of business oiganization which is being 
evolved to correct the monopolistic and compulsory charac- 
ter of existing business oiganization. The puipose of govern- 
ment on this aigument is in prmciple an economic purpose. 
Its function is to enable men better to achieve their 


purposes. Its purpose therefore is stnctly instrumental to 
individual purposes. Its most typical function then is 
traflic control. The aim of traffic control and regulations is 
not to tell people where they are to go, but by common 
regulation to enable individuals to go more efficiently and 
freely where they want to go. Society as a whole, in this 
view, has no real purpose, and therefore there is nothing and 
ought to be nothing corresponding to the sense of the 
meetmg or the spirit of the movement. 

Now there is obviously a good deal of truth m this position. 
Many of the activities of government are directed to seeing 
that mdividuals are efficiently supplied with what as 
individuals they want. There are things which governments 
do m some countries which are done by what is called pnvate 


enterprise in others, and the choice between these two 
methods of conducting, say, a telephone service, is surely one 
of the respective efficiency of the services rendered. Most 
(though not all) of the functions of city government are of 
this sort. The city government can take for granted that 
there are certam thmgs which all its citizens want — ^streets, 
lighting, drainage, water, and so on—and its business is to 
supply them as economically and efficiently as possible ; and 
that can be done by an efficient business administration, 
kept straight by the general votmg control of the public. 

But clearly all the functions of government are not of this 
sort There are some things which an economic organization 
take for granted with which a community must concern 
Zf The satisfaction of individual wants may and does 
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have reactions on the community as a whole. The distribu- 
tion of effective demand is not the concern of the economic 
organization, but it is a matter of great concern to the 
community The fact that men are prepared to pay for 
something is not sufficient guarantee that the satisfaction 
of the demand for it is socially necessary, nor is the fact 
that individuals are not prepared to pay lor somethmg 
evidence that that thing is not wanted by the community. 
All modem democratic countries discourage in various 
degrees of discouragement the demand for alcohol and cer- 
tam kmds of drug^, and encourage with special endowments 
and otherwise the demand for education The type of educa- 
tion so encouraged will not be necessarily that for which 
mdividual people are prepared to pay. It will be that which 
IS judged most valuable for the commumty as a whole. This 
does not unply that endowment of education means that 
people in power determme that it is good for other people to 
have education, or that hcensing laws are passed by people 
who want to prevent other people from dnnkmg. That of 
course does happen m much legislation We are all apt to 


Compound for sins we are mclmed to 
By damning those we have no mind to. 


Buteducational endowment and hcensmg laws may perfectly 
wdl be passed by the votes of ordmary people who would 
not make the necessary effort to get education or deny 
themselves liquor m their mdividual action, but who have 
a higher standard of values for themselves and others as 
members of the community. 


I am unjust, but 1 can strive for justice. 

My hte ’s unkmd, but I can vote for kmdnpjif«f , 
I, the unloving, say life should be lovely, 

I, that am blmd, cry out agamst my blmdness. 
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Man is a curious brute — ^he pets his fancies — 
Fighting mankind to win sweet luxury. 

So he will be, tho law be clear as crystal, 

Tho all men plan to hve in harmony. 

Come, let us vote against our human nature, 
Crymg to God in all the polling places 
To heal our everlasbng sinfulness, 

And make us sages with transfigured faces.^ 


Legislation and government action are concerned not only 
with satisfying individual demand but with moral issues, 
with upholding a certain standard and manner of life. With- 
out such a conception of the kmd of life to be encouraged 
and the kind to be discouraged — ^without a pervadmg notion 
of what a country stands for — there would be no standard 
of legislation. This standard of the conc^tion of* the good 
life of the community is never clearly grasped it is differently 
interpreted by different people and by different parties 
Think how mneteenth century Liberahsm and Conservatism 
in England both express something characteristic of and 
essential to Enghsh life. Read the debate between Sena- 
tor Borah and President Nicholas Murray Butler on the 
Eighteenth Amendment, and notice how characteristic of 
what IS best and most iniluenrial m American public opmion 


each of these conflicting presentments is. But complex and 
vague as that standard is, it is very real it expresses itself 
in a country’s laws, in its public policy, in its system of 
education, and m its institutions. 

This outstandmg fact about the state— that its legislation 
and much of its activities appeal to and seek to maintam a 
ertain way of life— has been often taken to mean that the 
Lie’s business is to make men good it is an institution for 
the realization of morality. It was thus that Plato and 
. Nicholas Vachel Lindsay. Why I Voted the Soetalisl Ticket. 
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AmtoUe regarded the state. And if that is so it seems more 
difficttltthan ever to defend democracy. For do we notallre< 
cogmzetheexistenceof moral geniuses — of men of command- 
ing moral insight? If the state is an instrument of morality, 
should it not be an instrument in the hand of Plato's philo- 
sopher king, or be ruled by its saints ? There is a passage in the 
Protagoras where Socrates puts very searchingly the funda- 
mental quarrel between this view of ^e state and democracy. 

'When we are met together m the assembly and the matter in 
hand relates to building, the builders are summoned as 
advisors; When the question is one of shipbuilding, then the 
shipwnghts; and the other hke arts which they thmk capable 
of being taught and learned. And if some person offers to give 
them advice who is not supposed by them to have any Mull in 
the art, even though he be goodlooking and rich and noble, 
they will not listen to hun but laugh and hoot at him, until 
he 18 clamoured down and retires. . . . But when the question 
18 an affair of state, then everybody is free to have a say- 
carpenters, tinker, colher, sailor, passenger; rich and poor, 
high and low— any one who likes gets up and none reproaches 
him, as m the former case, with not havmg learned, and having 
no teacher and yet givmg advice.' 


Plato developed the imphcations of this cnticism in his 
doctrme that there can be no salvation to states until they 
are ruled by men with true understanding of the ends or 
purpwes of life The same view of the state was implicit in 
me Calvinism of Geneva. Calvmism was not democratic. 

It demanded the rule of the samts If moral knowledge and 

ms^ht are to be « authority, if the state is to do moral 
taste, ought it not to be ruled by moral experts? 

Itis no real answer to this to say. however true it may be, 
ttet moral genius may appear without education or ra4 or 

anyothersociallypnzedquahfications. Thatisanaigument 

the Calvmist rule of the samts as agamst Plato’s^and 
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for the rule of the philosopher, but it is not an argument for 
democracy. Democracy rests on the principle, not that all 
men’s views on what are right and wrong are of equal value, 
nor on the denial of the exist^ce of sainte and prophets, but 
on the doctrine that compulsory morality is a conbradiction 
in terms. Its prophets are Roger Williams and Ohver Crom- 
well. Dollmger, in a lecture on Founders of Religion, has 
these significant words on Cromwell: 

‘ He was the first among the mighty men of the world to set 
up one special religious prmciple, and to enforce it so far as m 
him lay: ... the prmciple of hberty of conscience and the 
repudiation of religious coercion. It must be clearly under- 
stood how great the gulf is which divides the holders of this 
principle from those who reject it, both m faith and morals. 
He who is convinced that nght and duty require him to 
coerce other people mto a life of falsehood , . . belongs to an 
essentially different rehgion from one who recognizes in the 
inv’olability of conscience a human right guaranteed by 
religion itself, and has different notions of God, of man’s 
relation to God, and of man’s obligations to his fellows. . . . 

It is only of this one doctrme that Cromwell can be called the 
prophet, for he adhered upon all other pomts to the tenets 
of the Independents ; yet the doctrme of hberty of conscience 
has struck deeper into the course of events and has had a 
larger share m the development of modem rebgious feehng 
t iian a dozen dogmas, sprung from theological schools, that 
affect merely the intellect and not the soul— that is, the will— 
of the behever. The Constitution of the Umted States of 
America has been built up upon Cromwell’s doctrme, and 
there is every prospect that, as one of the great powers of the 
world, it wiU leave its mark upon the future of mankmd.’ 

This does not mean that prophets and saints are not to 
suide and illumme our moral hves— but that they are to do 
persuasion and example and not by force. The state 
neei the church, or rather all kmds of voluntary moral 
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organizations, and must take them for granted, and its busi- 
ness IS to safeguard by harmomous regulation thencb various 
hfe of voluntary associations m the state. Its purpose, in 
Bosanquet's phrase, is to hmder hindrances to the good life. 
That implies our statement from Colonel Hainboro that 
the poorest he that is in England has a life to live as the 
richest he, supplemented and completed by the knowledge 
that men and women live their own life, not m abstract 
isolation, but in all kinds of institutions and associations, 
that the best society is that which mcreases spontaneity and 
hfe and variety , and that that is not primarily done by the I 
state but by all this rich complex of voluntary associations.^ 
The end of the state’s compulsion is to give room for liberty 
“~hut not ]ust for the independent hberty of mdividuals but 
for the kmd of freedom and liberty which are possible only 
m social hfe. That the state cannot itself produce, but it can 
do an unmense deal to foster the forces which do produce it, 
and by its power of regulation and adjustment it can keep 
this spontaneous hfe from losmg itself m anarchy. 

When modem political theory tried to give an intelligible 
account of the nineteenth century democratic state, it 
started with the conception borrowed from Rousseau that 
democracy was government by or in accordance with the 
general will, and that was taken at first to mean roughly the 
same as government by pubhc opmoa or the will of the 
people. But Rousseau, m spite of bis tendency to identify 
that with government by consent, had made a distmction 
hetwwn the general will and what he called the will of all. 
All ftose who refiected on the prmciples of democracy 
^eu that there was somethmg— ordmarily called the 
^eral will-to which votes and legislation were trying to 
pve expression But as the pohtical theorists tried to give 
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distinguished it more and more from anythmg which could 
be called consent or any exphcit expression of will, till m the 
classical account of general will in Bosanquet’s Philosophical 
Theory of the State the general will — the standard by which 
legislation should be guided — the ideal which public dis- 
cussion and voting are trymg to make explicit — becomes the 
whole life of society. 1 quote from an article in which I have 
tried to summanze the kernel of Bosanquet’s doctrme* 


‘What Bosanquet seems to have done in lus account ot the 
general will is to have developed a hint of Rousseau’s mto a 
masterly account of the elaborate system of institutions and 
mutual relations which go to make up the life of society, to 
have insisted on its complexity and vitahty and richness, its 


transcendence of what any one mdividual can conceive or 
express, and then to have said* That in all its elaborateness 
and multifariousness is the state, it is nothing less than thatr; 
and that is the standard of legislation and of what we ordi- 
narily call state action. The business of politics is to take this 
elaborate complex of institutions for granted and to seek to 
remove disharmonies which are thwarting its life and checking 
its vitality. The state in the narrow pobtical sense is the 
hinderer of hindrances The aun of its compulsion and the 
criterion of the success of that compulsion is the setting free of 
the spontaneity which is inherent in the life of society 
Political machinery, general elections, legislatures, judicians, 
and executors are endeavouring or ought to be endeavouring 
to express the spirit of a common social life.’ 

Now it 18 clear that if this common life is to be the 
standard of legislation we need m the legislator and the 
ffljvernment an underatandmg of it, and that understanding 
onlY be obtamed if that common hfe finds explicit ex- 
nSsion in discussion in which all concerned m that common 
h^mdividuals and voluntary as80cialions--take part 
w!^out that the most expert legislator cannot know where 
^ftdl^rment and regulation of government is necessary 
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('only the wearer knows where the shoe pmches*), and he 
cannot know what effect his legislation and enactments will 
have. A second class law obeyed is better than a first class 
law disobeyed. What is needed, and what is most difficult, 
IS to combine the technical knowledge of the expert with the 
practical expenence and understanding of the common life 
of the ordinary public. The mcpert has to be sensitive to 
public opinion, the ordinary man has somehow to discuss 
with some understanding of what the experts* proposals 
amount to D^ocracy assumes for its success an educated 
public but if all the voluntary associations are centres of 
educaUon m thinking publidy the task of public education 
IS not qmte so hopeless as it would otherwise be. 

It follows from this view of the function of the state that 
politics are a secondary matter Plato said long ago that 
the state would be well ruled only when its rulers had a life 
better than the pohtical one If the purpose of the state’s 
force IS to guard and mamtain and hannomze a common 
life, the greater the strength and spontaneity of that com- 
mon life the more necessary but the easier will be the task 
of the state — ^the more necessary because vigorous and 
spontaneous life produces clashes of interests, new dis- 
harmonies, all kinds of possibihties of conflict, the easier 
because the more real and active the common life, the more 
real will pubhc opinion be, and the easier the expression of 
the general will 

We can perhaps now see at least the begmnmg of an 
answer to the most senous of the objections raised m the 
ast lecture ^the objection that the ordmary voter regards 
l^litics with indifference, and u only whipped up to vote by 
foiTOs of collective excitement such as nationalism or party 
enthusiasm These artificial and irrational forms of muting 
men are necessary just so far as they are not naturally 
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united in sharing in a wide common culture and participat- 
ing in a common life where there are no cultural enclaves, 
where there is real spiritual communication among groups,* 
where m fact the smaller groupmgs unite and do not divide* 
Where that is not the case, in a community with cultural 
or economic or religious barriers, only some cause which 
enlists strong irrational exritement can force men together 
to the necessary degree to get the work of government done. 
In that sense it is true that nationalism is as it were the 
measles of nationality. Nations are made nations usually 
by strong external forces. To-day, when men give at least 
a hp service to democratic equahty, the unity which is 
necessary in a society which has nut a democratic social 
structure is given by an irrational nationalism-— as in 
Italy, Russia, or Ghma. Mere politics (that means the 
oiganization with force behind it) has got to do the work 
wMch in a real democratic society is done by voluntary 
cultural associations. The state has to become a church, 
with bad results for both state and church. For nationalism, 
one of the most powerful rehgions in the world to-day, is 
‘a very degraded form of polytheism’. 

It follows in the same way that m so far as our non- 
pohtical associations are undemocratic — m so far as their 
members are not inspired by a common purpose but kept 
by force--our membership of them, instead of 
bemg a training in a larger citizenship, will teach us to 
expect in politics a similar conflict for power. So long as our 
mdustnal system remains— -what it is largely now— ia sphere 
of unresolved conflict, so long will earii of the parties to that 
conflict try to use the state’s force for its own purposes, and 
the Marxian doctrine of the class war be partially true. 

But we may make our non-pohtical associations really 
democratic, and m so far as we do that, not only are they 
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sdiools of Citizenship, but they also help to form and make 
public opimon — to spread among us all that kmd of under- 
standing of the common life of society and of the place m it 
of its various forms of social activity which will make a 
really d^ocrahc political government possible. We cannot, 

1 thmk, ever make our pohtical government, considered in 
liselft really representative. The scale on which it has to 
operate is too vastr—its umts, the constituencies, are, if taken 
in themselves, too big and far too httle informed by any 
public spirit to be really democratic. But if a vigorous non- 
pohhcal democratic life exists, the pohtical machmery may 
harmomze and co-ordmate all that partial focusting.of 
public opmion which the non-pohtical associations perforpi. 
There can be, and there is mcreasmgly commg to be, a vast 
deal of public discussion and pohtical education focussed by 
umversities, by churches, and by all kmds of cultural 
associations. 

This may all seem a far cry from what happens to-day. 
Politics IS still largely a scene of conflicts for power and of 
irrational enthusiasms No democratic political machmery, 
however well devised, can in itself make it diflerent. Against 
the perversion and abuse of pohtical power by powerful 
mterests the mdtvidual is singularly helpless. Improvised 
and ad hoc reform associations are not much more effective. 
Only associations which exist fbr their own purposes and are 
yet concerned for the pubbc welfare as a whole (such as 
churdies can be and sometimes are) can do what is wanted. 
But it IS astonishmg how much is already done by non- 
pohtical associations like diurches and universities to create 
a disinterested and real public opinion. 

Complacent optimism about democracy has done much 
harm m the past, but the disillusioned scepticism which has 
taken its place is worse. There are all kinds of grounds for 
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alarm, but there are as many grounds for rational hope. We 
have suffered m the past from making democracy into a 
dogma, m the sense of thinkmg of it as something magical, 
exempt from the ordinary laws which govern human nature 
The conversion of principles into magical dogmas has the 
same effect in politics as it has m religion. The magic that 
cannot be believed is accepted till it is found out, and then 
the true prmciple on which it was based is abandoned along 
with it. Democracy implies faith, but a reasoned faith. 




